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o : Highligh"s N ‘

Costs involved in obtaining o highe! ®ducqtion today are practi-
) cdlly double those for attending col|¢8e in 1940. This increase is”
due primarily to the fact that inflatio” has lgyered the Purchasing
power of the dollar. a A

The cost of attending undergrgduat® _c‘?!lese during 1956-57 aver-.

aged $1,500 school year af publ'cl"\iﬁiuﬁohs and $2,000 ot
private - ones. These costs: inclu@®Y  edycgtional ond  living
expenses. S
While students and their families pdid ™More than three-fifths of ﬂig
cost of a college education, jn ho ¢*%8 did they sustain the entire.
4 cost, this being provided through ‘"d°wmen+s, taxes. and other
means. ‘ , R
Although tuition and fees hgve incré®ed syeqdily, it is the living
costs involved in attending college "ather then educational costs
4 that make it increasingly difficult for "ow.income families to send
their children to college. o S
Chief sources of students' budgets 0" “ollege in 1952-53 were, in
) order: contributions of family, relat’)®s ang’ personal savings; stu-
dent eamings; scholarships, yeteran® “enefiys, loans, Sifts.
Scholarships accounted for slightly Ie35 thap five percent of total
income of all students, but did ma € Q sign;fcant contribution to
P budgets of the 20 percent of stude™* Whe received them, How-

>

ever, the mzdian award was less that ¥300, \women received more ‘

scholars}_nips than men, but the size of their awards was smaller.
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Foreword

young men and women in the face of steadily rising costs is

becoming a crucial problem in this country. This report is c¢on-

cerned with one major aspect of the problems: namely, what it

~ costs students to attend college and where they get the money for
- this purpose. '

Next to the student and his family, those who finance, govern,
and administer colleges and universities are most concerned lest
the spiraling costs make it necessary to continue raising tuition
and fees until the usual clientele of an institution can no longer
attend it.. These persons are equally . concerned that increased
living costs at college may have the same effect. Within limita-

. tions set by an expanding economy, both those who provide educa-
tion and those who acquire it want to know the extent to which’
these increasing costs are inevitable and the bearing they may
have on some of the cherished ideals of our American way of life.

In an effort to throw some light on the character of the costs
students incur in attending college and on their sources of income

- for this purpose, the United States Office of Education in 1953
studied the problem as it was faced by full-time, singlo under-
graduate students in 110 colleges that are located in 41 of the 48
States and the District of Columbia. The names of these institu. .
tions, together with certain cost data, are shown in appendix B.

This report presents an analysis of the data obtained from replies
to a questionnaire received from 15,316 students, a random sam-
pling of those attending what is believed to be a reasonably repre-

-sentative group of institutions of higher education. The implica-
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. FOREWORD

tions of the findings should be of use to students and parents; to
those who govern and administer. colleges, to public and private
agencies, and to individuals who provide financial assistance to
college students, to taxpayers, and to those who voluntarily aid in
~ the support of higher education in this country. . These implica-
tions should also deepen the concern of statesmen who see some.
of the bases of the doctrine of equality of opportunity jeopardized
by the rising Costs of attending college. : ‘ co
. Those who find the report of value should feel indebted to the
“students and the faculty coordinators in the 110 cooperating col-
leges. - They, and sometimes the families of students, devoted many .
hours to the production of the raw data from which the report was
derived. While Ernest V. Hollis, Director, College and University -
Administration Branch, Division of Higher Education, conceived
the project and is responsible for the report, almost every profes-
sional and clerical member of the Branch had a hand in conducting
the study. Granville K. Thompson, Specialist for College Business -
Management (resigned), perfected the questionnaire and ‘super-
vised the collection and editing of student responses; Robert E.
Iffert, Specialist for Faculties and Facilities, designed the tabula-
tion plan and - supervised the statistical tabulation; Proféssor
James A. Van Zwoll, University of Maryland, Henry M. Bain, Jr.
(part-time staff members), and Dr. Fred J. Kelly, formerly As-
_sistant Commissioner for Higher Education, made first drafts of
vortions of the text and performed other valuable professional
services in preparing the final typeseript for publication.

Lroyp E. BLAUCH
Asststant Commissioner
for Higher Education
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Chapter |
“THE STUDY IN BRIEF

ow MUCH does it cost an undergraduate student to attend
college for an academic year? Where dces he get the money

for this purpose? The answers depend on many variable factors,
but the governing ones are the habits of the student himself, what
region of the country he lives in, what the family income is, whether
he commutes from home, and whether he attends a public or a
private college. This report presents some composite answers to
these and related questions.

" The itemized costs of attending college are commonly grouped
under two headings: educational costs and living costs. This re-
port lists tuition, fees, books, and instructional supplies and equip-
ment as educational costs, and recognizes that no student pays all
that it costs the college to provide him the opportunity to get an
_education. It breaks living expenses into 15 categories that in-

" clude such major items as clothes, room, board, travel, and recrea-

tion or entertainment. The cost for “formals” is sometimes.
greater than for fees. At tax-supported colleges, educational costs
~ are one-sixth and living costs five-sixths of the total. The com-
parable figures at private colleges are one-third and two-thirds.

WHY THE STUDY WAS UNDERTAKEN

Almost everybody is interested for one reason or another in what
it costs students to attend college. Inquiriee come to the Office of

10



2 : COSYS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE

Education from governors, State legislators, congressmen, Federal
_executive officers, foundation officials, private donors, and John Q.
. Citizen himself. Those who authorize or provide funds for the
capital and current budgets of colleges express a growing uneasi-
ness over continued increases in the cost of providing higher edu-
cation. - And those who pay the bills for students are worried
about spiraling educational and living costs. '

Boards of trustees and college administrators are equally con-
cerned to know whére capital and operating funds are to be found,
but they are even more worried about the prospect of having to -
raise larger proportions of these funds from students and their
parents in the form of increased tuition and fees, or through profits
(if any) from college auxiliary enterprise operations. They fear
there is a very real danger of “pricing colleges out of the market”
for superior students from families with limited financial re-
sources. - ; , o

Inquiries that come to the Office of Education from prospective
college students in low-family-income groups express a deep-seated
fear that they may not be able financially to attend any college, let
.-alone the college of their choice. Farsighted college leaders of pres-
tige institutions share these anxieties and are trying to ameliorate
the situation locally through national and regional scholarships.
They hope these arrangements will bring to the college a repre-

sentative cross section of qualified American youth and prevent it - ‘

from becoming a center only for especially favored economic-seg- -
ments of the population. e ‘
The legion of individuals, philanthropic organizations, govern-
mentai agencies, and business corporation"svthat‘provide scholar-
ships, loan funds, and other forms of student aid are vitally inter-
ested in helping the individual overcome financial barriers to attend-
ing the college of his choice. Insurance companies, savings and
loan associations; banks, and many other types of financial organiza-
tions that encourage families to establish prepayment and other
forms of savings accounts for sending Joe or Betty to college have
expressed an interest in data for planning purposes. The extent
to which such plans may already be in use is suggested by the con-
siderable percentage of student income that now derives from long-
term savings. - o
" While not a reason for making the study, the Office of Education
has had, since this project was announced, a steady stream of
correspondence from business organizations that are interested in
selling college students everything from typewriters to tuxedos.
The annual auxiliary services budgets of colleges suggest that this



THE STUDY IN BRIEF : S a3

market aggregates nearly $500 million directly, and the spending
pattern of students indicates this market is worth several tlmes as

o much to college-town and home-town stores.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The character of the inquiry is shown specifically in the schedule
of information asked of students, which is reproduced as Ap-
pendix A of this report. Sporadic inquiries concerning these mat-
ters have been made from time to time at individual colleges and
universities. A few interinstitutional studies have been under-
taken. But in the long history of higher education, this bulletin
reports the first comprehensive study of the costs to undergraduates
of attending college and of the sources of student income.

In order to get a group homogeneous enough to make compari- -
sons meaningful, it was necessary to limit the collection of data
to full-time undergl aduate students who were either single or not
living ‘with spouses in 1952-53. In order to get a manageable,
statistically random sample within this group, the study was lim-
ited to 15,316 students from 110 colleges that are located in 41
States and the District of Columbia. The method of choosing the
sample of students and of colleges so they would be fairly repre-
sentative is described in some detail in Appendix C of this report.

Appendix C tells how the study was conducted, points out some
© of its limitations, and suggests some precautions that should be
observed when examining, interpreting, or applying its factual
" findings. It is especially important to remember that the figures
on student expenditures and sources of income are based, for the
most part, on carefully verified estimates rather than on actual
budget records. Student estimates in most cases were double-
checked, first by the family and then by the faculty coordinator
whose name is shown in Appendix B. The precaution is important,
nevertheless, for otherwise it is easy to be deceived by the impres-
qlon of absolute accuracy which figures tend to convey.

Also, as explained more fully in Chapter II, the student sample
used ‘Was somewhat overweighted in favor of the less expensive
institutions. The average total cost figure used in this report is
probably about $85 under the 1952-53 average that would have
- resulted from a more accurate %ample of the Nation’s 1,886 col-
. leges,

S While they are not within the scope of this study, it is recognized -
- that factors other than costs have an important bearing on whether

12



4 COSTS OF AITENDING COLLEGE

or nét a youth attends u particular college or any college at all.
Individual and family motivation, for example, may be as impor-
tant as money in determining whether many qualified high school
grad’«‘uates attend college.. The fact that three-fifths of the children
of parents in executive and professional occupations attend col-
lege, as compared with one-fifth of those whose parents are semi-
skilled workers may be more than a matter of differences in family
income.

SOME OF THE FINDINGS

The details on what it cost undergraduate students to attend )
college in 1952-53 and on the sources of their budgeted funds for
this purpose are reported in the two succeeding chapters. It'is

feasible to report here only some of the major findings by com- - -

paring student budgets, by some graphic pictures of major items
of student income and expenditure, and by further highlights on
some of the specific major findings. .

Appendix B shows the range of average student budgets
among the 110 participating colleges was from $676 to $3,101.
In other words, it cost the average student nearly five times as
much to atte.. the costlier of these two institutions. It may be
more significant, however, to note that at these colleges the spec-
trum of individual student spending ranged from an austere
cconomy budget of $200 to a luxury budget of $5,500 for. the
school year. While the quality of undergraduate education does
not necessarily increase with its cest, no discerning student or
his family should choose a college merely because it is inexpensive.
The extra cost, if any, of attending an institution that has supe-
rior programs and outstanding instructors can often be repaid
from additional income earned during the 4 years following gra-
duation. It is not necessary to enroll at a nationally known
prestige institution to obtain these advantages. ‘

What constitutes economy, average, and luxury student budgets
is a relative matter For instance, a luxury budget at the college
where the average budget was $676 might be considered an econ-
omy budget at the institution where the average student budget
was $3,101. For the purposes of this report.an economy budget
is considered to be one that falls within the lowest fourth of those
being studied, an average budget one that falls within the middle
50 percent, and a luxury budget one that falls within the upper
fourth of all student budgets. ‘

How do students stay in college on economy budgets? The an-

13



COSTS OF ATTENOING COWEGE = 5

- Swers are as varied as the persons and situations involved. To
begin with, these students do not follow athletic teams on out-of-
“town trips. Snacks, refreshments, formals, and entertainment

. generally have a small place in their budgets. If they are com-

muting students, they walk to college, use a bicycle or common
~currier, and bring their lunch from home. If they live on campus,
they rent the least expensive:rooms, eat moderate amounts of the
least expensive foods at the least expensive establistments, and
they often economize further by wearing some of their leftover
military clothing. On the educational side they tend to avoid
programs and courses for which they must buy special equipment
or for which the college charges special fees. They often depend
on the library for textbooks and when they buy them they are’
always second- or third-hand. They also stay within their austere
ecconomy budgets by borrowing typewriters and by not taking
viluable costly educational tours. -

Composite pictures of the spending pattern of the average
student are presented in some detail later in this section and do
not require further elaboration here.

Figure 5 in the succeeding section and table 1 of chapter-1I
show that the range of the means of student budgets was twice
as great for those on economy budgets and those on luxury
budgets as was true for the spending spectrum of the middle
half of the group. In other words, the most luxurious budget,
for example, was nearly four times as large as the least of the
-plush ones. Without being ostentatious students on luxury budgets

vere much more lavish than the average student in spending on
dates, formals, commercial entertainment, snacks, drinks, and
other forms of self-indulgence. As is shown in figure 4 of the
succeeding section, both men and women on luxury budgets spent
more for clothes, recreation, tuition, and room and board than
economy or average students. Those on plush budgets were often
surprised to find that what they considered normal expenditures -
were looked upon as luxuries by financially disadvantaged stu-
dents. It did not seem especially extravagant to them to make
~a capital expenditure of $56 a month for an automobile, as well
- as paying its current operating costs for campus use, for trips,
and for weekend travel to the largest nearby city. Hi-fi receivers,
cameras, and TV sets, like automobiles, were considered normal
expenditures by college students on luxury budgets.

This summary on major findings now turns to 11 graphs which
present and comment on student spendlng and on the sources of
their budgeted funds. These graphs are based on tables in
chapters II and III. ' S

14
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. | Figurel shows, by State, the location of he 110 :partici- o
~ patmg colleges and universities, and indicates for each o
~ of the four regions the mumber of students funishing

~ data and the mean curvent expenditure per student in

o 195253, These expenditures do not inelude an average
- of §163 for capial items, such s typewriters, or 8

 loading of 885 per student to correct the inclusion of
too many less expensive colleges in the sample,
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~ Figure 2 shows graphicelly the inflence of two factors on the edr.
~ ent expenditures of students, namely, the type of residence the stu-

~ dentused, and whether he attended a public or a private college,
 Note that, for the oountry as a whole, students Jiving with their

* parents spent about $1,000 each, The diflererie is considerable, “

o however, between the smount pent ‘)y these students in prrvate and
 inpubliccolleges | |

~ On the average, i cos dhout §350 more for 2 student te hve in-
 some ofher peivate bome or in u dormitory than with his parents,  »

" and anather $300 for hnn to live in a club, fraternrty, or sorority,

o will be noted that the greatest diference between expendrtures
~ for rooms at publrc and at private msntutron was morg the dorml
tory dwellers
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'F 1gure 3 hnngs out the relatlonshlp between the mean student x- |
- penditures for both current and capttal purpeses and the meomes of -

 families from which students came,

- In 1952, 10 percent of the male sudents ad 8 percent of the i
 women came from families having anual incomes under $3,000.
 These men spent an average of $1,125 per year and the women $873
- for current expenses, The sext income group ($3,000 to $5,999)

~ followed the same patterns of expendttures They were o greatly

. above those in the lowest income group,

Quly5 percent of the men and 3 percent of the women came from |
- families with income of $15,000 or wore. Women in this group
 spent nearly three times as much for a year at colleoe C dtd the

-~ vomen from families in the $3,000-and-under group.

 (Note that the width of columns is determined by the {ncrements
'~ in the fami y mcome scale, not hy the numher of students in eaeh i

- gowp)
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Figure 4. — Differences in spending patterns of college men and
women on four major items, distributed by family income groups .
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Figure 4 isolates from, total expendityres the four largest
€Xpense items, ang shows the mean expenditure for each

Differences between the patterns of spending by men
and women stand out clearly. While the tuition anyl
fees of women from low-income families were lower “t‘han
those of Inen, the lines cross as fumiljes reach ahoyt
$8,000 of income per year. When the highest family.’
income group is reached, the women were foyng in'high
tuition institutjons to a far greater extent than the men,

Almost the same shift is seen the amounts spent
for board anq roon. ' These charges were higher in ing;.
tutions where tuition was higher. , o
 Only for recreation were the men’s expenditures
greater than womep’s dmong students from ] family.
income groups.  That is 1o pe expected. For clothing,
‘Woinen Spent more than jpe . That, also, is to. he ex-

. pected. The extent of difference, hOWever, niay be a
ittle surprising,

22
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R _F]gure 5 shows spread ef annual current student o |
pendsturesfrem almost zero to $5,500 per tudent, The '_ R
 nemss shownmtheﬁgure,wss 0. Themefim -
Was $l 219, which signiies that Dalf of the students -
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THE STUDY IN BRIEF

Figure 6 highlights the fact that tuition and fees accoun’
{for the primary difference in costs of attending prlvate‘

and public colleges. It breaks 1952-53 mean current
expenditures into several components, and shows them

separately for public and for private institutions. While -

expenditures at private colleges were larger than at pub-
lic colleges in all categories, exeept books, the difference

 is pronounced for tuition and fees. The average tuition

and fees at public institutions in 1952-53 approprxated
33225 while at prlvate msututlons it was $550
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Figure 7-Curroni and ¢upnol oxpondm:rn of men und women, uparﬂ'oly by - q“l
family imomo groups : . :

. Figure 7 shows a breakdown of average current expendltures in: ;
1952-53 by college classes. ' The differences were not stnkmgf“f‘.;
The expenditures increased from freshman to junior class, de-;
creased slightly from junior to semior class. ' ‘ B
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. Dallars
800

‘Income

Total
. Expend,

Figure B.—Sex differences in total income and expenditure of students

' F ‘igure 8 compares the average income of students, that i 18, the
estimated amounts they had to spend, with the amounts they'
actually spent. These items for 1952-53 are shown for men and
women separately.

It will be noted that out of budgets averagmg apprommately v
$1,550 for men, and $1,325 for women, the students had balances

at the end of the year of about $75 and $50 respectively. Many
students, of course, overspent their budgets, but persons who
tend to suspect irresponsibility in youth may be pleasantly sur-
prised to find that, on the average, college students do as well as
- the average adult in keeping their budgets balanced.
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F igure 9 mdrcates by percentage e sources of student income. The o

two ma]or sourees were family atd 4l percent, and students own.:f.; :
earnings, 2 26 percent Together these accounted for 61 percent of:f? -

* Student income. Trust funds and other forms of longterm savrngs L

 ccourted fcr an addmcnal 20 percent Thls leaves 13 percent to

 come frcm al cther scurces about 5 percent frcm scholarshrps,f.-". o
) percent from veterans' and vocatrcnal rehahrhtatron programs, }

1 percent from loans, and 2 percent from mrscellaneous soues,

Itshould be noted that while the fanily contribution wasthe mijor
source of ncome, long term savings were dsoan mrpcrtant factcr .
provrdrng for college expenses. It is sigifieant too, that student, R
* earnings contributed more than ﬁve times as much as scholarshrps to

the average students hudget
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Figure '10 shows the re]atronshrpe between scholarshrps held and 1952-53 mcorne of 1amr]res from w:;;
whrch students caine, The barto the Jeft shows that of 14 066 etudente repcrtmg, 509 percent ome
frcm families with awmul ineome under §5,000; 354 percent from families with income between
3:35 000 and 1, 999 and 13.7 percent from famile w1th mecme of 511 000 or more. The eecond bar N |
;Shows lhe famrly mcomﬁ status of the 1 756 studeuts (836 percent of all studentg repcrtrng) who f A

_fdrd o receive any scholarshrp id,

| The four other bars show the dretrrbutron of the scholarshrpa amcng2 310 studente, 164 percent d
;of dl studente, according to the § iteof the stipend,  Ofthe seholarships o mder 3200 value, 673per B

dcent went to the students from the loves family-income group, -As the scholarslnp strpends

231uL NI AQNLS KK

fcreased they tended 1o go somewhat more often t students from farnrlresm the lnghertamrly ieome 3

'groups This may be due to the fact that nstitution which, because of hrgher coet, bave Jewer stn. o

dents from lowneome familis tend t orant scholarships with bigher strpends At any rate, studente

from faunlres in the $5,000-810999 bracket received 40.6 percent of the schclardnps valued a E o

l$l 000 ind up, even though they constrtuted only 348 percent o all students. .
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Parents' Contribution : '
$200 7T [T [T .

1,800

1,500

1,200

600

9 M35
Family Income (Thqusands of Dollars)

Figure 11.—Relation of family income ta parental contribution to student ' ;55
budgets -0

Figure 11 shows average amounts contributed to students by
parents from families of varying incomes. If family income

- approximated $2,000, parents contributed around $400 toward:

the expenses of a son or daughter in college. If the income was.
$15,000, the contribution was around $1,400, approximately the -
average total expenditure of a student. It will be noted that the
average family in the lowest family-income group devoted about
a fifth of its income to its child in college, while the average fam-
ily in higher income groups used less than a tenth of its income
for this purpose.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE STUDY

- The findings brought out in the foregoing graphs are supple-
mented, and certain conclusions and interpretations added in the.
- ‘numbered, summarizing paragraphs of this section of the report.
© What students spend for a year in college is largely governed
by two clusters of more or less independent social and economic’
forces. The matrix. of one is in the mores and economics of the
home and community in which the student formed his spending
habits. The second has its matrix in campus traditions and usages
sanctioned by college officials, but largely controlled by student
groups. A student feels distinct pressure to observe these campus
finaricial folkways if he is to be accepted by his close associates.

Accordingly, many of the motivations and usages which affect
student spending significantly are social rather than academic in
nature. The student and his family have primary responsibility
for the amount and character of most of his expenditures, and
they can influence such spending through conditioning the student
socially in his formative years, and through the choice of the col-
lege he attends. . This, of course, does not free those who govern

“and administer a college from responsibility for continuous study
and regulation of practices of academic and campus life that deter-
mine costs for the average student. Attendance at any college is
almost certain to modify the pattern of spending ‘to which a stu- .
dent has been accustomed in precollege years, but whether he lives
at a given college on an economy, average, or luxury budget is
largely determined by family income and personal habits and
ideals: '

The following statements summarize and highlight findings on
the pattern of student.spending: :

1. It was the cost of‘"]iving at college rather than educational
costs that made it so difficult for low-income families to finance
attendance of a son or daughter at most colleges. Living costs
consumed five-sixths of the average budget of students who at-
tended public colleges, and two-thirds of the budget of those who
attended private institutions. . T

2. While the living costs of students who attended private col-
leges were consistently higher on each item of expenditure, tuition
and related educational costs were the primary cause.of higher
student budgets at these institutions. The mean of current ex-
penditures for both purposes at private colleges in 1952-53 was
$1,674, and at public colleges was $1,120, but tuition and fees con-
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stituted one-thlrd of student budgets at the former and less than..
. one-sixth at the latter type of institution. ‘

3. More than half of the students who part1c1pated in the study
spent money during the year for items that had more than 1 year’s’
use and, therefore, were classified as capital rather than current

expenditures. These expenditures covered such educational items . .

as typewriters, slide rules, scientific or musical instruments, and

such other items as cameras, hi-fi sets, and automobiles. Such ex-
penditures averaged $163 per student and increased mean current i

budgets 10 to 15 percent

4. Mean total and mean current expenditures of single full-t1me
~ undergraduate students attending private institutions were hlghest

in junior colleges, lowest in 4-year liberal arts colleges, with pri- -
vate universities in between In publie colleges, the comparable

figures on student spendlng ‘show technological institutions-high-
est, Junlor colleges lowest, and public un1ver51t1es in between.

5. While on an average women spent less than men for attend- o
ance at college, families and relatives provided a larger proportion -
of their budgets. This may account for the widely held belief

that it costs more to send a girl than a boy to college. Women from: :
high income families, however, did spend more at college than men = -

from the same family income bracket.

6. The pattern of spendlng of men and women differed signifi-
cantly on only four items: clothes, recreation, room and board, and’
tuition and fees. Except for tuition and fees, the pattern of spend-
- ing of students attending private and public colleges dld not differ
greatly.

7. Both the mean total and mean current expenditure per stu-
dent were highest in the New England region, followed in a descend-
ing order by the North Central, Western, and Southern regions.

8. The student spending least in 1952-53 had a budget of $200 -
for the school year, and the one spending most had a budget of .
$5,500. The spending of the middle half of the students, however,
ranged between $815 and $1,708. Luxury budgets at most insti-
tutions required three to four times as much money as economy
budgets. And while students who lived in their parent’s homes
tended to have smaller cash budgets, when their unbudgeted ex-
penditures were added, the financial advantage of living at home
while attending college was questionable.

While the analysis of sources of student income did not reveal
a master plan for raising budgets, it did pinpoint the relative
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| 'importance of the 14 major sburces studied. - It indicateq that stu-
- dents relied mainly on barents, othey relatives, and themselves for
- their. college income, The amount the family contributed was

o closely related to family income and number of additiona] children

. 1n the famijly, The pattern of income sourceg did not vary, though

10. Parents ang relatives, together, provided from current £ unds
two-fifths of the budgeted income of students. Another one-fifth
of it was provided from savings, Probably arranged mostly by
barents and grandparents,

11. Students financzd over one-fourth -of their budgetgs from
money they earned during the summer and the schoo] year. Two-
thirds of the men worked during the school year, earning an average
of $486 ; half of the women were also employed, earning an average

14. While 5 larger Proportion of men than of women had trygt
funds,‘ savings accounts, and other formg of long-term Savings
on which they could draw, the mean amount per student that ,
women received from thege Sources was greater than for men,

15. Even though scho]arships provided slightly Jesg than 5
Percent of the tota] income of )] students, they made a significant - -
contribution to the income of the 21 percent of the studentg who
received Scholarships.’ In proportion to their numbers, women
received more scholarships‘than men, but the mean size of awards
to men wag larger., ) :
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16. While the size of undergraduate gcholarst .p awards reported
ranged from a few dollars to $4,800, the median of those controlled
by colleges was only $218, and by outside agencies was $268.
Freshmen received more scholarships but gmaller awards than

suphomores, juniors, or geniors. Students from-low-income fami-

lies, who ‘tended to enroll in low-cost colleges, received smaller - s

scholarships than students from high family-income gzjoups.‘

- 1% Students attending private colleges‘reCeived more scholar-
_ ghips and larger awards than did those attending public colleges,
but .the awards in private colleges did not equal the tuition and

- fees of those who received them. Neither were the awards large

enough to equal the differential between tuition and fees charged
students at private and at public colleges. '

- 18. Students as 2 group raised only 1.5 percent of their budgets
through loans from the college, from individuals, and from organ-
ized loan fund sources. Nine percent of men and 5 percent of
women undergraduates gsecured some portion of their budgets
from loans.’ ‘ . ’

It should be kept in mind that the findings and conclusions of
this study are based on the data provided by a sampling of full-
time, single, undergraduate college students. There is need for
an additional study of college costs to undergraduates who_are
married and living with spouses, and of costs to part-time under-
graduate gtudents. There is also need for studies of student costs
for attending graduate and professional schools, similar to those
recently completed for dental students.t - There is, moreover, a
need to determine trends in student costs at all levels by repeating
at intervals improved versions of this study and of those proposed:

TRENDS IN COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE

Costs of attending college in 1957 are, of course, higher than the
figures reported here. The best available measures»for estimating
the increase are the widely used Cost-of-Living Index of the Bureau
of Labor Statistics and the United States Office of Education study,
«“Trends in Tuition Charges and Fees,” (see Bibliograp’hy.)‘ These
studies indicate that during the period 1952-57 the cost of living
‘index for items important to student living costs increased 5 per-

cent, and that the increase in tuition and fees averaged 15 percent

PR—— )

1 Pelton, Walter 1. and Asnociates. tow Students Finunce ‘Fheir. Dental Edueation, Chivago American
. Dental Axsocistion. 1956. 85 p. .
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in public and private colleges. When these facto‘ré are applied to
- the mean current expenditures per student, the 1957 cost of attend- -

" ing the average. college exceeds the 1952-53 cost by approxi-

mately $200. ‘ \ ‘
The estimated correct total of capital and current expenditures .
. per public college student for 1957 would thus be $1,493 as com-
- pared to $1,293 in 1952-53. The corresponding figures in private
- colleges would be $2,047 compared to $1,847. ‘
Those who have a professional interest in studying student ex-
- penditures for attending college would also be interested in know-
ing the trend of these costs over a decade or more. By using the
cost-of-living and tuition factors employed in making the 1957 .
projections, it is possible to estimate relative costs for some
.preceding year. The year 1940 is used here because it is consid-
ered the most “normal” year between the depression of the 1930’s:
and the present. :

In January 1940, the Bureau of Labor. Statistics Cost-of-
Living Index stood at 59.5, and at the beginning of 1957 it stood
at 117.8. In other words, the cost of living nearly doubled in this
period. Actually it more than doubled in the items of food,
clothing, shelter, and travel, all of which loom large in student
‘budgets. For the same period, the Office .of Education study
previously cited shows tuition and fees increased 89 percent in
public colleges and 83 percent in private colleges.

Because both educational and living costs for students have
nearly doubled since 1940, it is substantially correct to place 1940
costs at one-half the 1957 projection of student expenditures
- shown above. This would place the corrected combined capital
- and current student expenditure in 1940 at $747 .in public col- .
leges and $1,023 in private colleges. Confidence in the 1940
- current expenditure figure for public colleges is increased 'by the
findings of the Indiana University studies listed in the Bibliog-
raphy. These studies show an average current cost per student
in 1940 of $673 and a 1952 cost of $1,446.
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| - Chapter Il . |
' STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR ATTENDING
-  COLLEGE

- gN CHAPTERS II AND III will be found not only the tables
ﬁ l‘upOn which the figures or charts in Chapter I are based, but
"additional tables and fuller interpretations than are provided by ..
' the brief comments and the graphic. presentation of Chapter I..
How much does the average undergraduate spend for a year
in college? One given to sarcasm is likely to reply, “All the

money he has, plus all he can beg or borrow.” Composite pictures -

of the expenditures of over 15,000 students reported here do not

substantiate such a pessimistic view of college youth.

- The 1952-53 budget of the average male student shows he spent

$85 less than his budgeted income, and that the average female
student spent $51 less than hers. For the average man this
figure was the difference between an estimated income of $1,547
and an estimated mean total expenditure of $1,462.. The corre-
sponding figures for women were $1,324 and $1,273.1 For those
who want a single average figure for all students, it may be
noted that the excess of income over the mean total expenditure

- was $74 or 4.3 percent of the $1,388 mean total student budget.

The sample of students on which the foregoing figures were .

! In 1952-53 the nvernge expenditure of women at the University of Illinoia was $1,316, and for men
was $1,378, with 14 percent devoted to educational costs. (See Bibliography for citations.) In 1951-52
the total expenditure of wotnen at Indiana University was $1,447, nncffor men waos $1,444, with 12 per-
cent devoted to educationnl costs. In 1950-51 the average cost for aingle students in 16 private colleges
in upper New York State was $1,810, of which one-third was for educational items. ‘The total expenses
of dental students, who in 1953-54 were single and living away from home, were $2,302 in public collcges
nu;d 32,703lln private colleges, with 40 percent of the foriner cost and 44 percent of the latter going for
©edneational iterng,
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" - This is documented for each type of college in Table II-of - Ap-

i mean's‘tudent,‘ejc‘p'énditulre ‘for each: type of institution (Table 3)"

 of the Nation as a whole: . The mean total current expenditure:

R

| : COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE
. based, as is explained in’ A‘ppe_ndix:'jC',: over-represents  certain
groups in the 'college"f;populat_ion,v"and_under-represents others.

. pendix C and is further explained there. ' If one multiplies the.
| by the proportion of the total college population attending: that |
" type of institution, (Table: 1L, Appendix C) he will arrive .at ‘a:

“mean per student expenditure figure that is more representative:

_ 'thus.obtained is $1,385, instead of the $1,300 figure used:through-
" out this report. 'One should, therefore, keep in mind the:likeli- - -
hood that nationwide mean expenditure and income figures.used. -
in this report have been consistently underestimated, because of
the imperfection of the sample of students used.. e

CAPITAL, CURRENT, AND TOTAL EXPENDITURES.

Students were asked to list capital expenditures apart from
specified categories of current expenditures.2 ; This permitted the.
exclusion from normal costs of attending college such extraneous
capital purchases as automobiles and engagement rings. ' Accord-
ingly, most tables in this report that show. costs of attending col-
lege are based on current expenditures alone. - Nevertheless, since -
the mean total expenditure per student was $1,388 and the mean -

current expenditure was $1,300, in order to get a true. picture of .

the money parents and others provided the average student, one  :7]
should add approximately 7 percent to each figure in tables based' S
“on current expenditures alone. This ‘precaution should be held - "

in mind in examining all current expenditure tables.

More than Half (55.4 percent): of the students listed capital ;.
" expenditures, and those who made such ‘purchases had a mean ex-:-
penditure of $163, which is 11.7 percent of their total expendi- :
tures. Appendix B shows the number of students involved, .and °
the current and total expenditures per student by colleges and by”
States. S B R S

Capital expenditures by students ran the gamnt of items*ybun'g}
men and women purchase whether. they are at home, are gainfully-
employed, -or are’attending college. .- There was a preponderance .
of educational aids that might be ‘expected - to remain ‘in use:
throughout a college career and, perhaps, later. These included:

* typewriters, calculating machines, slide rules, scientific and: musi-

ol

’ ‘5See‘§wu‘133.Apben‘dix;‘\'. S R
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‘cal instruments, and individual art and physical education equip-
~'ment. ‘Many students listed among their capital expenditures
~-such items as radio and TV sets, Hi-fi’s, recorders, cameras, jew-
" elry, and automobiles. One student bought an airplane for per-

- sonal use!

comPAglsons JF CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY SEX

.~ Women from all family income;groups except' those in the
“$15,000-and-up” bracket spent less than men. Their averzge .

. was $1,240 compared with $1,337 for men. The foregoing state-

" ment does not necessarily mean, however, that in the same college
men spent more than women. A larger proportion of women than

© of men attended low-cost public and private colleges. Table 1

. shows that women constituted only 38.7 percent of all students.
They represented, however, 44.4 percent of all students from
the “under-$3, 000" famxly-mcome group.

Taoble J.~Some ranges and averages in total current ixpondltuvn per student, 1952-53

Groupinge of Percent Total | Inter-quartile .
15,287 of all . range of range of Median | Mean
studenta students - expenditures " expenditures
1 2 : 3 : 4 5 8
All students_ ... ... . .. . .1 160.0 $200-85,500 | - #815-%1,708 | 1,219 £1,300
Ry college clas-— :
Freshman. ... ..., .. .. 20.5 200- 5 i 500 815+ 1,558 1,141 1,236
Sophomeore.. ... . ... ... .. 20.4 200~ 5,500 R47- 1,580 1,171 1,271 .
Junior.. ... ... ... . L 21.48 200- 5.000 969~ 1,672 1,287 1,304 -
Senjor..... ... ... .. 15,5 2060 - -5.000 978- 1,708 1,311 1,378
By aex— : .
Male.. e e 61.3 200~ 5,000 061 1,638 1,278 1,337
Female. . e e s 38.7 200- 5,500 784 1,085 1,003 1,240
By veteran statust
Nonveteran. ....... e e M.8 200 5,000 46 1,044 1,273 1,324
Veteran. ..... ... .10 ... ... 6.5 200- 5,000 1,087- 1,015 1,308 1,448

1 Men only are included in the veterans' status grouping. There were only nine femule veterana.
THE MEAN VERSUS THE MEDIAN

Figures in the first line of Table 1 provide some additional in-
formation on the pattern o: student spending. The mean total of
current expenditures per student for the 15,287 students was

- exactly $1,300, while the median of these expenditures, which

was not so much affected by a small number of heavy spenders,
was $1,219. The range of expenditure figures in Lolumns 3 and 4
of the first line of Table 1, on which the averages were based, was

41



M . COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE

$200-$5,600 per student, and the range of the middle 50 percent'
was from $815 to $1,708. This shows clearly that averages are
greatly influenced by the wide range of the upper quarter of
spenders. Moreover, one should always keep in mind that the
range of individual spending in a given college was frequently
greater than the range of institutional averages.

The median and mean data in Table 1 indicate that freshmen
spend less, but the range of spending of the middle half of the
class is greater, than for sophomores, juniors, or seniors. And
while the highest mean spending is done by the junior class, its
inter-quartile range (middle half) of spending is not as high as
that of the senior class.

CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY REGIONS AND FIELDS

While studies on the migration of college students show that
80 percent attend college in the State where their parents reside,
it is nonetheless important to know something of the variation in
costs of attending college in different sections of the country.
appendix B shows these variations State by State with a summary
by regions, but the meagerness of the national sample precluded
making valid comparisons among the States. ‘

Table 2 records regional variations in current expenditures per
student in eight major fields of study. The last line of figures in
columns 8-12 of table 2 shows the mearn expenditure for the
Nation per student and the regional variations from it. . The
highest per student mean expenditure ($1,676) was in the North-
east, where private colleges predominate, and the lowest ($1,164)
was in the South, where public colleges predominate, and where
the sample included 13 low-cost colleges attended predominantly
by Negroes.

It should not be inferred, however, that this difference was due
entirely to the fact that publicly supported colleges are less expen-
sive for the student. Differences in cost of living and, in some
cases, the quality of education offered were also important fac-
tors in determining regional variation in student spending. -

While significant variations in regional spending by students
emerged when the data were analyzed by fields of study, the varia-
tions were due more often to types of institution than to fields or
geographic regions. For instance, in education and the humani-
ties (the two fieids of study in tsble 2 showing the greatest na-
tional and regional variance) differences in student spending were
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Tohlo 2.~--Varlations by field and uglon in costs of cmndlny college, 1952-53

l'crwntuge dlstnbutlon of 15,231 students, by field of stu(ly, total anq region,
- -and mean expenditure for cuch group Do

“t
Per-

cant Percent of student sample, by Mean total current expendnure per
Fields of study | of de- region * student, by region -
Rrees
con- !
lez;ed Total [N.E.|N.C.| . 8 W | Total | N.E. | N.C. -} w
) ‘ '
1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 ) 10 11 12
) A;rlculture ........ 201 4.2 1.5] 3.3] 5.6} 5.6([81,159 (31,365 [$1,246 {$1,046 [$1.290
Biological Sciences. .} 3.4] 4.0] 4.8} 2.7{ 4.9 2.7 1%..308| 1,581 1,31 1,216 ] 1,088
Education......... 19.0] 22.5| 14.2| 20.6] 27.8] 23.¢G 050 1,2701 1,148 0741 1,033
Engineering........ 0.2 10.8)12.7|12.4] 9.0!10.9] 1,315] 1,503 ' 1.241].1.158
Healing Arta and o
MedicalSciences..| 7.1| 6.61 4.4 0.7( 6.2} 5.9] 1,202 1,584 1,277 1,273 1,103
'Hx'_mnnma ........ 14.0113.3| 22,6} 14.1{ 9,9] 8.5[1.577| 2,008 1,400 1,244 1,140
. 3.7] 4.8 6.4t 4.41 53} 3.7].1,207) 1,576 1,302 1,180] 1,031~ .
in] Beiences. . 25.6(27.3/28.2]122.9(26.8]33.8]| 1,404 1,882} 1,208 1,203 | 1.424
ther. . ...... 15.1 6.5 6.21 9.9| 4,51 6.211,230| 1,088 1,000 1,177 | 1,040
Total 100.0 {160.0 1120.0 1100.0 {100.0 {100.0 [$1,300 {$1,676 $1,262 (31,184 2200

1 Figures in this column are percentages of 331,924 earned bacbeloru and first prolemonal dezreau
conferred in 1951-52. Comparisons of degrece eared in each field with the 1 of enr
hown in column 3, mdlrute the general adequacy of the student sample analjzed in tbw table.

due largely to the fact that most studenta majoring‘ in education

were enrolled in public and low-cost private institutions and most .

students majoring in the humanities were enrolled in high-cost
private and public colleges. Said another way, the difference in
expenditure per student between education and the humanities
was minor within a given institution, say Fordham University or
the State University of Iowa. For these reasons one should not
say it costs a student $1,577 a year to study in the field of humani-
ties, but only $1,059 a year to study in the field of education.

" An equally important precaution to be observed when interpret- ‘

ing data in table 2 is to avoid the assumption that because a given
field of study cost the student more in one of the four regions
than another this necessarily indicates that a superior quality of
instruction was being provided there. Very few people would as-
sume that otfermgs in agriculture, for example, in the Northeast
were- superior to programs offered in the North Central States
merely because students spent more attending these colleges in the
Northeast. Too large a proportion of student costs are deter-

mined by differences in tultlon and standards of living to warrant

such an inference.

The data in columns 2-7 of table 2 were introduced te estab‘hsh‘
the adequacy of the student sample when analyzed by the fields.
Columns 2 and 3 show the samp]e to be adequate for national-com-
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parisons, and columns 4-7 indicate its relative adequacy in each.
region. From column 4, for example, it may be noted that the
Northeast is under-represented in the field- of agriculture and
over-represented in the humanities. The general adequacy of the
student sample by regicns and by types of colleges is shown in
more detail in Table 1I, Appendix C, where it is compared with
all undergraduates of 1951-52. :

CURRENT EXPENDITURE BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Where a student lives at college is generally accepted as a major
factor in determining what it costs him to attend college. There-
fore, students were asked to state their place of college residence

(ltem 11 of Appendix A) so that total current costs could be

tabulated against place of residence at the major types of public . .

and private colleges. The findings are presented in Table 3.
These findings, along with data from individual institutions,
indicate that there may be some truth in the assertion that the
cost' of high living rather thar. the high cost of living is leading
some colleges to price themselves out of the reach of their normal .
coustituency. Such colleges are losing their reputation for “plain
living ard high thinking.” At any rate, the wide variations in
living costs on different campuses of similar prestlge and program
are hard to explain on any other basis.
The traditional way college officials have reacted to these
problems of economic differences among students has been to as-
sist the able but financially disadvantaged lower quarter of the
clientele to meet educational costs through scholarships and loans,
and to help with living costs through work cpportunities and sub-
sistence-level housing. At the sume time they have allowed the
financially advantaged upper segment of the clientele enough of
& more expensive environment to be in keeping with the standards
of living to which they were accustomed at home. It is this lat-
ter provision which may call for the most searching review. ‘
Many thoughtful people believe publicly supported colleges
should be as free as. public high schools are of tuition, fees, and
other educational costs that are charged to the student. They
believe, moreover, that such a “people’s college”, embracing at
Jeast the 13th and 14th grades, should be within commuting dis- -
tance for essentially all high school graduates. Some advocates

“of the community college as the instrument to nquahze higher

educational opportunity appear to assume that the expenses of
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. 38 ) COSTS OF ATIENDING COLLEGE

high school or college students living with their, families are
limited to the cost of their fcod and clothing.

Gregg and Schultz (see Bibliography) have documented the
fallacy of this assumption for high school students, and this re-
port reveals similar evidence for college students. In addition
to room, board, medical, and other expenses paid by the families
of public high school students in Wisconsin, families had a mean
total per pupil expenditure of approximately $125. This ap-
proximated the family contribution made to the 10 percent of
college students in this study who received the smallest amounts
of parental assistance. A A

Economically disadvantaged families in this country provide
an increasing proportion of our college students. At present
nearly half of our students come from 5-member families whose
total income is under $5,000. It is, therefore, incumbent on col- :
lege administrators to find ways to keep required costs as low
as possible, and to popularize the simple life on the campus.

COSTS AT FOUR TYPES OF RESIDENCE

The comparisons in columns 5 and 9 of table 3 of the total cur-
rent expenditures of students who commuted from home and of
those who lived in college dormitories show a differential in favor
of commuters of $324 in public colleges and $435 in private col-
leges. These “savings” were markedly less than the costs of
room and board shown in table 4. This suggests that commuting
students spent more on some items of table 4 than students who
lived in dormitories. A spot check of budgets of dormitory and
commuting respondents indicated that commuters spent more for
transportation, clothes, and commercial types of entertainment,
and only one-third as much for food, as students who lived away
from home. ‘

It may be noted from table 3, column 4 that more than one-fourth -
(27.5 percent) of all participating college students lived at their
parents’ homes. The reason a larger percentage of private (30.7.
percent) than public (25.1 percent) college students commute
from home is because private universities and technological in-
stitutions tend to be located in urban centers. State universities
and land-grant colleges, on the other hand, tend to be “small-town”
and “open-country” institutions. Few public community colleges -
were included in the sample. = The factor of location also explains

in part why the public universities, technological institutions, and e
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‘the private liberul arts colleges and junior colleges had such large
- percentages of their enroliment living in dormitories (table 3,
" column 8). In this connection one also should note (table 3,
“column 6) that nearly twice as large a proportion of public as of

‘private college students lived in the boarding-or rooming-house
" . type of private homes.

While the figures in-columns 5, 7, 9, and 11 of table 3 include
all current costs of attending college, rather than just the cost of
rooms and board, they provide some indeéx of the relative costs
of the four types of student residences. For all colleges together,
total current expenditures were highest for students who lived in
fraternities and sororities, with dormitories, other private homes, '
and parents’ homes following in a descending order. It is signifi-
cant to note, however, that there are some exceptlons to this
generalization,

Columns 10 and 11 of table 3 on expenditures of students who
lived in fraternities, sororities, and similar student clubs, indicate
that a greater proportion of public than of private college students
(9.8 as compared to 6.8 percent) lived in these more expensive
facilities. However, the average expenditures of students in fra-
ternity and sorority houses in public institutions were markedly
lower than those in private institutions, a difference greater than -
" the difference in tuition and fees.

MAJOR ITEMS OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES

Table 4 itemizes the spending of public and private coliege
students and thus enables one to study the detailed differences in
costs of attending each type of institution. Student spending at
institutions attended predominantly by Negroes tended to be on a
lower scale than in institutions attended predominantly by whites.
Therefore, table 4 presents a separate tabulation for the Negro
. student group.
~ Because table 4 carries the only separate analysis of student
spending at colleges attended predominantly by Negroes, this
seems to be the most appropriate place to compare the total spend-
ing of the Negro group with the national and regional patterns.
There were 1,753 students in the Negro institutions group. Of
the remaining 138,563 students in non-Negro institutions, 67 per-
cent were enrolled in public and 43 percent in private institutions.
‘Where the national sample spent $1,383 for all purposes and $1,300
for current items, the Negro group spent $892 and $857, re-
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"‘.'Uspectlvely The comparative economic. standards of the two -

.~ races in the South becomes apparent by contrastmg the above °
hgures for Negroes with a mean -total current expenditure at
Southern institutions of $1,164 (see column 11 of table 2). - For
" differences in item-by-item spending of the two races.it is neces-
~ sary, of course, to examine the data in table 4.
Interpretatxon and application of data from table 4 should be
-“made only after observing certain facts. First, the mean ex-
~ .penditure for each item (columns 3 6, and 9) is based only on
the number of students reporting some expenditure for the item.
''''' -For this reason, for example, the first line of table 4 should be
read as follows: Expenditures for tuition were ‘reported by 51
~ percent of the students enrolled in public colleges; their mean
expenditure was $152; and the total expenditures of this group”
of students for tuition were 6.9 percent of total current expendi-
- tures for all items in table 4 by all students enrolled in publicly
‘ supported colleges. The remainder of the line and the rest of -
the table should, of course, be read in the same Way

STUDENT EXPENDITURES roa"eoucmou

Tultlon, fees, textbooks and study matemal the ﬁrst three ltems
of expense shown in table 4, are commonly labeled educatlonal.
expenses, and the remainder are usually called hvmg expenses.
These educational expenses together constitute the most impor-
tant difference in the costs of attending public and private col-
leges. Together they constituted 18 percent of the budgets of .
all the students who attended public colleges, and 35.7 .percent L
of the budgets of all students who attended private colleges. In
other words, private college students, as a group, devoted twice

' as large a proportion of their budgets to educational costs. While
private college students, as a group, also spent more for the living -
cost items shown in table 4, it was nevertheless true that the dif-
ference in educational costs accounted for a considerable part of
the $564 (column 38, table 3) that private college students spent -
in excess of the $1,120 reported by public college students.

Why did only 51 percent of the public college students report
expenditures for tuition (table 4, column 2)? Because many of
these institutions by law or by preference charge “tuition” only

~ to out-of-State students. In lieu of tuition they collect fees from
students who are residents of the Gtate or district from which tax
revenue helps support the institution. While it is a minor mat-"~
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ter, 1t should perhaps, also be noted that educatlonal costs dlS-
- cussed in ‘the preceding paragraph would have been higher . if

" ‘respondents had not been directed ‘to include “student activity ° E
" fees” with the recreation and entertalnment item of living costs, ..
"~ and the health fee w1th ‘the health expendltures item.

Since there was only one dollar dlfference in the average amount

‘students in public and private colleges spent for textbooks and E

‘ educatlonal 'supplies, the substantial difference between the two -
types of institutions in educational expenditure must be ac-'
- counted for by tuition and fee charges. The mean differences in

' these charges are shown in table 4 and have already been com-

" mented on. The work sheets from which table 4 was produced
' show some additional differences by types of colleges. Among the -
several types of private institutions the only significant difference
was between universities and junior colleges, where the mean
educational cost of the former was $596 and of the latter $442.
The variation in student expenditure for tuition and fees in
public colleges, proportionately, was much greater. For example, -
the mean for universities was $283 and for teachers colleges $145.

Family income and sex were prime determiners of the varia- : . ‘_
~ tions of student spending for both educational costs and the costs i

of living. Students from families whose income was under $3,000
averaged $304 for tuition and fees, while those from families o
whose income was $11,000 and over spent $519. In other words, L
low-income families tend to choose low educational cost institu- N

‘tions for their children. Low-income families also tend to send

their daughters to lower educational cost colleges than they

chose for their sons; the average for women was $283 as com-
* pared to $3‘39 for men. -

STUDENT LIVING COSTS -

‘ In addition to educational costs (tuition, fees, and books), table

4 lists 15 items of student expenditure that may be loosely grouped )
together as “costs of living.” These reflect the patterns of stu-
dent spending. They also show the average amounts spent for -

each of the 15 items by the percentage of 15, 316 students 1nd1- L

1nd1cated in column 2 of table 4.

Student expenditures for shelter, food, clothing, and recreatlon )
together account for more than: two-thlrds of the money spent
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" for the 15 cost-of-living items. ‘Brief comment follows on the

- four items:

SHELTER ,
Room rent (8-9 “percent of total expenditures) reflects the fact

that many of the newer residential facilities have been constructed
on “self-liquidating” plans that have raised rents. . Whre the
family income was under $3,000, the average student paid $112 a
school year for a room, as compared to $248 whre the family
income was above $15,000. For women the range of expendi-
tures for living quarters was from $92 to $302; for men the

range was from $121 to $183.

FOOD ‘
" Table 4 shows that student expenditure for regular meals was"

* the largest single item in the cost of attending a public college and,

except for tutition, it was also the largest item in private college
burgets. Men tended to devote a larger proportion of their
budgets to food than did women. The eating practices of stu-.
~dents were considered of enough importance in determining the
costs of attending college to justify a specific inquiry. Accord-
ingly, item 18 of the questionnaire (Appendix A) asked students
to estimate the proportion of 21 meals per week they ate at each

- of six types of places.

Approximately 22 percent of the 15,316 who reported (table 5)

Tabls 5.—~Number of and expendituras for meols, 1952-53, by type of aating place

Mean number of menls per week ! of 15,316 students jn-—
Number Range of Total
o ex{)enditurm : College Com-
stidents sy steps Private | dining College | Student Club mercial
home hall cafeteria | co-op |f raternity | places
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9
30-399 14.58 0.21 2.09 0,22 0.20 1.63 18.93
100~-149 7.43 1.11 9,08 .63 .50 1.80 20.64
200-299 2.00 8.15 6.82 . .99 .37 1.68 20.49
300399 2,42 4.73 6.93 .40 3.31 2.64 20.43
400109 1.49 5.78 5.82 .30 4.31 2.88 20.56
500-599 2.27 3.31 5.27 .30 3.65 5.64 20.44
600-699 3.63 - .65 5.59 .05 3.08 7.74 20.74
700-799 3.99 .84 1.39 22 2.12 8.71 20.27
800-899 a3 15.36 1.50 .08 .20 2.76 20.43
900-999 1.50 .60 3.00 |._...__.. 4.80 11.40 21.30
1,000.. .. 3.60 ..., 240 |0 .90 14.10 21.00
Mean total meals per week .| 5.83 4.04 5.38 37 1.97 2.50 20.11
Percent of total meals per . :
week. ... __ ... ... 29.09 20.09 26.75 .84 9.80 12.43 100,00 -

‘T Culeulated on a 21-meals-per-week basis,
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" on their eating habits did not list any cash expenditures for meals.. S

Presumably they ate at their parents’ homes. * They constituted "

" most of the 4,129 students shown in column 1 as having a school-
" year expenditure for regular meals of from zero to $99. Most - C

" other students shown in column-3 who reported 'substantial ex-
. penditures for meals in private homes were boarding there. The‘

" commuting student usually did not have meals at the college din-

ing room, student co-op, or fraternity, but he tended to eat his

noon lunch at the college cafeteria or at a ycommerclal restaurant.
The primary purpose of table 5 is to show where students ate

rather than the differences in costs at the six types of eating
‘establishments. - Forty-seven percent of all meals were eaten in
the college cafeteria or the dining room, 10 percent in fraternities
and similar clubs, and 12 percent in commercial eating places. "
A study of the range of expenditures‘fbr meals shown in table b
and a tabulation (not shown) of median costs per student indi-
cate that students on both plush and limited budgets alike ate in
college cafeterias, the least costly type of food service. In des- -
cending order, those who spent most for regular meals ate in
commercial places, fraternities, and college facilities.

CLOTHING

B Table 4 indicates that practically all students inciuded clothing '
T

«ww Yor clothes than did public college students.” The $133
and $153 expenditures of the respective groups for clothes do not ‘-

i budgets, and ihat private college students spent 15 per- .~

take into account the wardrobe the student had at the beginning v

of the school year, nor of items that may have been put on the -

family charge account. The range of the means of student spend- -

ing for clothes was as revealing as the mean total amounts. For
~ all students together the range for family-income groups was

from $92 for the lowest-income group to $312 for the* highest,
with some students spending less than $5 and some spending over .

$1,000. -
| ‘REt;.REATlON AND ENTERTAINMENT

~ The social ideals and economic level of a student’s family, as‘f. :
well as those of the college, govern spending for recreation and -
‘entertainment. A college atmosphere of “plain living” tends to
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restraln spending for these items. The means shown in table 4

" indicate some s1gn1ﬁcant dlfi‘erences spendlng for recreatlon and

8 '_lentertalnment accounts for 9.2 percent of the budget. of . public

institution students, and 6.8 percent for private institution stu-

" dents. "Data not given in the table show that recreation and en- .

- tertainment cost students from low income famllles $57 as agalnst :

- $181 for students from high income families. :
: In an effort to give the recreation and entertainment category
. more definite meaning, students were asked to report snacks, re-
freshments, cigarettes, and similar items of personal’ lndulgence
separately. Table 4 shows that students spent three-fourths as
.much on such personal items as they did on what' they considered .
to be recreatlon and entertainment. - The range of the means for °

o the several family income groups was from $53 for students from

loxv—lncorne families to $110 for those from high income groups.
SUMMA]"ION

The foregolng analyses have dealt largely w1th averages In
closing the chapter the reader is reminded that individual student
_expenditures vary widely from these averages. What constitutes
an acceptable budget is also complicated by the fact that there are
economy expenditure colleges, average expenditure colleges, and
“high expenditure colleges.” What an economy expenditure college
would regard asa luxury might be carried on as an essential serv-
ice by average or high expenditure colleges. Moreover, in each
"of these types of colleges what would be considered as a luxury
by a student on an economy budget would be regarded as a rou-

tine expenditure by a student on a luxury budget.

These variations, essentially similar to the variations among
the homes from which the student come, compose the pattern
most acceptable in a free society. One precaution is necessary,
-however, if we are to maintain'and spread the doctrine of equality
“of opportunity Since economy budgeters are in the majority
- and increasing, they must be made to feel at home on enough
campuses to provide them with a high quality education. = Society
must be constantly aware that only as these capable young people
are enabled to develop their talents can the United States main-
“tain its place of leadership among the free nations of the world,
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~ Chapter m |
' MAJOR SOURCES OF STUDENT INCOME

EGARDLESS of whether the individual’s target figure for the
cost of a year at college is $500 or $5,000, little is known of-

how he finances the undertaking. Some of the needed documen- N
‘tation is provided in this chapter through composite pictures of "'
“the sources of income of 15,316 single, undergraduate students. *

In 1952-53 these full-time students were attending 110 represen- .
tative public and private colleges in 41 States and the District of
. Columbia. ‘ - : ‘ o

* FAMILY INCOME AND SIZE OF FAMILY

* Most prospective college students and their parents face serious
" problems in financing the year of college just ahead of them, and -
they are truly anxious about the problems of financing four years -
- of college. R o , ‘ ' N
Table 6 compares the income of an unselected national sample
- of families with that of families in the study. Note that-6.1 per-

cent of the families of the country in 1952 reported a cash income "

of under $1,000, but if the study is representative of national
practice, only 2.7 percent of the students came from these families. -
‘At the other extreme, to read the last line of table 6, only one-half -
- of 1 percent of the families in the national sample had annual in-
comes of- $25,000 or more, but they supplied 3.4 percent of the
college students or nearly seven times their normal ratio. © The -
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I'ublo 6. — Students’ 1nm|ly Incomo compared with a national family Income sample, 1952 -

A percentage compurison of income of all families whose heads are 35-54 years of age

with the incomes of families of 14,214 students

N N Y

Percentage Percentage

L ' dmtnbutmn diatribution

Family income, 1952 of all families of families

in national in student

sample 2 sample
> B R
1 . 2. 3
. Under $1,000 6.4 2.,
$1,000-31 7.9 5.
- 2,000~ 2,999 12.3 -10
3,000~ 3, 17.7 18
4,000- 4,999 16.8 15.
5,000- 5,999, 13.6 9.
© 6,000~ 6,999- 9.4 ‘ 9.
- 7,000- 8,999_.. . 10
~9,000-10,999 7.
- 11,000-12,999 14.7 23,01 3.
13,000-14 - 2.
15,000- 1.2 4.
5. - 3.4
Total - 100.90 : 100.0

1 Derived from Tnble 7, Consumer Income (uenes I’ 60, number 15), released April 27, 1954,
Bureau of the Census, Department of Commeroe

87,000 to $14 999 bracket of famlly income supplled more than
-one and one-half times its proportion of students.

The size and composition of families is often as important as

gross income in financing college attendance. Table 7 introduces
- some pertinent data on 14,553 families who had one or more

children in college in 1952-53. The first line of the table shows
that four-fifths of the respondents came from families that did
not have another child in college at the time they reported; two-
thirds of the families did not have older children who had attended
college previously, and three-fourths of them did not have older

Table 7.—Percentoge of 14,553 fomilies having children In college, distributed
to show facts regarding other siblings

Percent of families whose children other than respondenta—
Number of
hrothers
nnd Attended Attended Above college Below
Ninters college in college age; never college
1952.53 previcusly attended college age
1 2 3 4 5
80.0 63.5 74.8 50.3
17.7 288 13.2 28.8
1.4 8.1 5.6 11.8
.3 2.6 2.9 4.9
.1 1.1 1.6 2.3
0 9 2.0 2.1
=
55
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‘ chlldren who had not attended college ‘and half of the famllles :
- did not have children younger than the respondent. S

The second line of table 7 shows percentages of respondent

" . families that had one other child in the categories indicated by -
" columns 2-6. One of every 6 families had a second child in col-

. lege, and 1 of every 4 families had previously had another child -
“in college. Only 1 family in 8 had an older child who did not

attend college, and more than 1in 4 of the families had 1 younger

| . child. One of every 12 families had had in college 2 children in- |

add1t10n to the respondent, and 1 of every 9 families had 2 chll-
dren below. college age. '

This chapter presents two overviews of the sources of student
income, plus more detailed analyses of savings, earnings, scholar-
ships, and. family contributions. Table 8 provides an overview
of money derived from the 14 sources as they are related to cer- -
tain student and family characteristics. Table 15 uses the same -

_distribution of students to show the relative importance of the 14
sources of income at the several types of publlc and private col- "

' Jeges.

“Table 8 shows for all students, and for men and women sepa-‘ E
rately, the number or percent receiving income from each of 14
SOUrces and the mean amounts recelved by those students. Thev )

Table 8.—~Major saurces of student income, 1952-53", by sex
Number and percent of 15,086 students receiving income from various sources

) \Iale 1 Famale
) s Percent | Menn | Total | Median.' S I
Sources of funds item | amount | number | family ‘ o
is of all of inconye | Parcewst | Menn 3 Mean
_tots]  [studentsistudents receivins, smmint reseining angpunt
incomne {received| - ’ P rempee | o vmuf‘d icome: | receitved |
P [
. 1 % 3 4 3 [ 3 ] ]
S - -
I»Oﬂxiterxﬂ svingt... .. 20.0 $695 419 | $5.0m7 H.5 | $660 39.8 §550.
‘8Mily: ' .
Parents. ... 38.5 1765 || 1360 | - 5,380 .t a7 f0:.5 M7
Other-..... 2.0 2211 2,110 V158 12.5 225 16.5 26
SuMmer eArMings 9.3 3051 5,223 4,868 38.7 459 9.3 2296
Earnings thia year 17.0 413 9,104 | 4,768y 65.8 486 52.0 265
Scholarshipa: ‘ .
Colleue ............ 4.8 203 | 2,434 | 4,788 15.0 340 18.2 230
Other -« ovreen.. 352 004 | 4,208 5.8 439 7.9 247
Vetemn, benefita... ... 4.3 1 1,008 883 | 4. 9.4 1,002 .1 1,12
Vocational rehabilitation. 316 e | 3,512 1.2 < -9 20
Borrowed: :
College. .. ..--.....0} 162 291 | 4,125 2.3 153 1.3 ‘188
Other organizaticea, } 1.5 300 342 | 3,600 2.6 290 1.7 |- 300
. Elsewhere ... .. 358 196 | 3.705 4.0 375 2.1 306
Gilts {rom others- ... _. .1 57 2,735 | 4,702 16.8 63 20.3 |- 50
Funds {rom other sOurces . 1.9 263 { 1,557 | 5,513 12.3 260 . 7.2} . 240
Toul, school year.]. .. _...| $1,462 16.030 $5,119 {.... .. 1,347 | ... $1,3U

* The money needmx for 1457 living cosu- can be m-o;ected by using the Bureau of Labor btamtluu
Cost of Living fndex and U. 8, Office of Edycation studies of increnses in tuition costs, The |menm

;me in tbe cost of living was 5 percent, and tumor\ and fees have incrensed by 15 percgmt. '
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" last Yine of the table shows that 15,036 students, from families

- 'whose average income was $5,119, received a total mean income
~ of $1,462 from the 14 sources, and that the mean amount received

. by men was $1,547 as compared to $1,324 received by women.
This sex differential in income deserves further study.

SEX DIFFERENCES IN iNCOME

Columns 6-9 of table 8 present a detailed analysis by sex of the
income differential for each source of income. Parents and others
who, from experience, say it costs more to send a girl than a boy

‘to college may be surprised to find the data do not support their

position. Table 8 shows, however, how the misconception arises.
The two lines of the table that analyze family contributions show
that more girls than boys receive family funds and that the mean
amount they receive is larger. In other words, it does cost the
average family more to send a girl to college but her income from
other sources is less than that of the average boy. Larger sum-
mer and other vacation income and greater earnings during the

school year, as is shown in lines 7 and 9 of table 8, large]y ac-

count for the higher income of college men.

A further study of columns 6-9 of table 8 shows other sex dif-
ferences in sources of income that may be significant. For in-
stance, a larger proportion of men than of women had trust
funds, savings accounts, and other forms of long-term savings,
but the mean amount women received from these sources approxi-
‘mated $100 more than for men.. On the other hand, more women
received scholarships, but the mean amount this source contrib-
uted to their total budgets was less than for men receiving scholar-
ships. ‘

Column 2 of table 8 shows veterans’ benefits and vocational

rehabilitation to have ranked with scholarships as sources of stu-
dent income, but columns 6 and 8 of these lines indicate they were
. of great importance to a few men and that only a token number
of women qualified for these benefits. Men and women also dif-

- fered markedly in the extent to which they borrowed money to

pay the costs of attendmg college. While loans from all sources
amounted to only 1.5 percent of the total income of college stu-
dents, the proportion of men who borrowed money for college
expenses was nearly twice that of women. - Finally, men were
nearly twice ast apt as women to raise part of their budgets
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- from the mlscellaneous sources -that are _grouped together as 3
‘the fourteenth major source of student income.

It should be noted that parents who contributed to the college

" budgets of their children had. the highest median family . in-

comes shown in column 5 of table 8, and that fanvly income was
lowest for parents of students who requlred vocational rehabili- -
tation. It is also apparent. that those students whose families had
very low incomes were the ones who borrowed money from non- -
college sources in order to attend college. The median income of
families to which outside lending organizations made loans was
$3,600 but it was $4,125 for those who received college loans.
Scholarship awards followed a similar pattern.

LONG-TERM SAVINGS

Item 36 of the schedule reproduced as Appendix A, asked stu-
dent respondents to state the cash value at the beginning of their
freshman year of all savings, investments, trust funds, insurance

policies, and other endowments specifically set uside for. their col- -

lege education.. The composite picture of theresponses is shown

" in table 9.

More than a third (36.3 percent) of the students did not have
any savings from these sources for college expenses at the time

they entered college.. There was considerable variation concern-

Table 9.—Long-term savings as a sourcs of student income ‘
Total funds, if any, set aside prior to freshman year to defray college expenses.t

Cumulative Regional distribution of
: percent of students aa in columnn 3
Amount of funds Total students in
available students brackets . :
of column 1| N.East | N, Central South West -
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7
3,881 36.3 34.8 28.5 43.4 31.9
4545 9.5 5.9 55.6 63.9 59.9
2,435 75.0 68.7 74.3 77.3 . 75.6
1.7565 85.6 80.4 $8.0 80.1 '87.8
758 00.4 86.5 92.6 90.5 02,2
415 094.1 90.3 4.7 93.0 94.5
130 095.8 93.8 97.1 95.6 07.0
3as 98.0 965.7 98.8 07.9 9R. 8
R, 172 9.1 U8.4 99.4 9.1 99.3
: lOOOOup.,___..... A 147 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median™ amounts  for
atudenta having long-
terny sAVIDRS. ... ... .- $770 . $4952 $709 $700 © 693

1 This table does not show amount of these funds spent during the school year 1952-53.
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5‘-_1ng long-telm savmg among the regions of the Unlted States
-, shown in columns 4-7. Column 5, for example, shows only 28 ‘
" i*:*«percent students from the North Central States had no such sav- = =
. ings, and column 6 shows 43 percent of those from the South had

- ~none. - Differences in the practices in the two sections is also sug-
2,'gested by the fact that even though fewer Southerners had sav-

.ings, the median amount of their savings was hlgher ($790 to -

‘. toward his budget. More than a third of all students, and approxx- o
mately 2 of every 5 men who attended college in 1952-53 had in-
" come from their own earnings outside of the college year, and the g
mean amount of it was $395. A still larger proportion of both Y

l ~$709) than in the North Central States.:

'ST,UDENT'EA__RNINGS AS A SOURCE OF INCOME

" Summer earnings and work during the school year, shown as =

lines 4 and 5 of table 8, constitute what the average student earned )

men and women “earned whlle they learned.” Three-ﬁfths of all

students, two-thlrds of the men and one-half of the women, wereso .
‘engaged. Their earnings were respectlvely the mean sums. of -
- $486 and $265. This should be heartening news concernlng indi-

vidual initiative and the spirit of individual enterpnse among
students.

Table 10 presents a more detailed composite picture of student

earnings by family income groups. It also verifies a cherished
American tradition that the sons and daughters of all income’

. groups “work their way through college.” Table 10 shows that -
'more than two-thirds of the students from low-income families

($5,000 or less) earned approximately $400 of their expenses.
It also shows that roughly one-fifth of the students from the
$25,000-and-up families earned approximately $325 of their
expenses. College communities have work opportunities and stu-
dents from rich and poor families alike seized them.!

No useful purpose would be served by making a catalog of the
kinds of work done by students. . -It ranged from babysitting and
bartending, through barbering and broadcasting, to service as
maids, :odels, and makeup artists. For the most part, though
the JObS were the kind students have traditionally done: such as

1 Pructice at the 110 participating mllrgel is corrobourated and pinpointed by a mimeogruphed report

.. nn 1953-54 Ilmrt -time student work nt Stanford University. At thia relatively high-cost universit:

percent ‘of the students held part-timme jobs; 4 percent earned from 70 to 100 percent of their corege .
expensen; 11 percent earned from l() to 30 percent; and 3 5 percent enrned less than 10 percen', of their
expenses. .
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Table 10.—~Earnings per student du..ag school y'cr |952-53, distributed by 1umlly
income groups

Number of students. | Percent reporting |- Maun  enrnings ‘ller

Frmily tncome, by fawily income | some eurnings. by student  of  those
ooaa2 group family income group reporting earnings

1 2 3 ‘ L4
Lows . . o . 60 5.5 C s 700

Noincome'.. . . . 159 6. 1) 81

No information, .. G20 1249

$1- ‘!")‘D T
1, RN 6, 1
1,5 G7.6
e (L)
2.5 (S]]
3. 0. 5
4.5 6.3
4. 6H7.2
4.5 6%.3
h S . (1]
0, 6l.4

a0 g, Y
11000 12,000 6.5
136, 000- 1400t 1.6
15 000-24. 099 | a0,
DA L. L 205
Tutal or mean. ! 60.5 |

1 Both purents decensed,

tending furnace, waiting table, washing dishes, cleaning build-
ings, and helping at fraternities or sororities. These students,
like generations before them, assisted the professional staff in
athletic, music, art, and other instructional departmentis; .they
worked in . the libraries, laboratories;, and business oilices of the
college and of the community; and they served pari-time 2s postal
clerks, hospital attendants, fiiling station helpers, and construc-
tion workers. In short, students worked at all of the jobs open

~to them at the college and in the community.

SCHOLARSHIPS AS A SOLRCE OF INCOME

Throughout the history of American higher education, the use
of scholarship and loan funds %:as been one way to sapplement
part-time earnings and thus enable financially disadvantaged stu- -
dents to enter or remain in college. Need plus ability has tended
to govern these awards. ' , ‘

The rise of public colleges, ir: which the taxpayer rather than
the student pays most of the cost of instruction, has led private
colleges to redouble their efforts to increase the number of schol-
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“*arships and the size of stipends. - Scholarships, though still inade-
_quate in all fields, are the best device private colleges have for
- competing with the lower tuition and fee charge of tax-supported .
~ colleges Prlvate colleges participating in' this study awarded
“nearly twice as: many scholarships and the average: stlpend was"
"nearly- twice as large (see table 15) as those of public colleges.

Seholarshlp students in private colleges, nevertheless, on an aver-
age, got st1pends $100 Jess. than the cost of tuition and fees.- ,
~ Even though 8 qaiarshxps in 1952-53 comstituted only 4. 8 per-
cent of all student income, they were highly important in the
“budgets of the 21 percent who received such aid. The appro-
‘priate lines of columns 6-9, table 8, show scholarshlps to be a
major source of income for the men and women who received
~them. Table 15 shows the relative importance of scholarships in
- student budgets at several types of public and prlva.te colleges.

SCHOLARSHIPS RELATED TO RESIDEN\.E

Table 11 shows the relatlonshlp of scholarshlp grants to types
of- student residence. Data in the table were based on the re-
_sponses of the 20.8 percent of students who received scholarship
.aid, 15.9 percent from college-controlled funds and 6.5 ‘percent .
from other funds. The figure (22.4 percent) produced by adding -
these totals results from the fact that 229 of the 2,421 students
‘received awards from both sources.

The summation line of table 11 indicates that students who
held scholarships in 1952-53 received a median stipend of $218.

Table 11.—Scholarship awards in relation 1o where student lived in 1952-53
Pereent of 15,288 students receiving scholarships from college-controlled
and other funds and median award received, distributed by

place student Eved while attendmg eollege

|I Percent receiving Mediun size of awards .

Where student lived College © Other © College sither

controlled scholarship controlied awnalzrship

frands funds o funds 1nids
e e <im0 e - —— — ‘
1 2 3 4 1

Purents” home . ... 12.3 6.1 $2CH | $287

Other private home.. .. 12.7 4.6 172 2
College-operated (l()l’lllll(ll’) CI8.4 v.2 235 252
Student cooperative fucility . . 340 8.2 165 150
Club, Irntermt, or norurn) house 13.8 4.9 230 417
Other. . e e . 2.9 2.2 150 350
Percent or medlan ..... 15.9 8.5 8218 8268

=2
-
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. from- college-controlled funds, or ‘a medlan stlpend of ‘#768 fromx
funds admlmstered by. other orgamzatlons Said -another way,
"'the chances of getting a scholarshlp _directly from' colleges are
" more than twice as great as from all other sources combined,

while the stipend of an outside scholarship is likely to be nearly a

fourth larger. These generalizations were not equally valid for  ;

each of the six categories of student residence. For students .

" who lived in cooperative facilities, for example, the chances ofa -

scholarship were five to one in favor of college funds and this was

the only living arrangement in which the median’ stlpend from .

outside organizations was lower than from college funds. The

other extreme may be noted in the mlscellaneous category of hvmg

arrangements shown in table 11.

Table 12, columns 3 and 4, indicates that famlly income was
a powerful determiner of scholarship awards. And since.family
incom« i3 also a basic determinant of where students live, it may
well be that table 11 is primarily an indirect way of reflecting
financial need. : '

FAMILY INCOME AND SCHOMRSHIP AWARDS

- Because the family was the primary source of income for three-
fourths of the students, it is important to establish the relation-
ship of family income to the frequency and size of scholarship
awards. These relationships are shown in table 12. Only 14,066 -
students reported both family income and college-controlled schol- .
arship data; 11,756 (83.3 percent) of these students did not re-
port any college-controlled scholarship aid, and 2,310 (16.7 per-
cent) reported such a1d The median family income of the non-
. scholarship group was $5,260, and of the scholarship group $4,323.
~ Column 5 shows the disproportionate percentages of scholarship -
holders from the low family-income group. ‘ '
- Students from the “under $5,000” family-income group received '
a larger percentage of each of the levels of scholarship awards -
than the higher income groups, and a larzer percentage of each
than its respondents bore to all students. ¢ is important to note,
however, that as the size of the stipend from college-controlled
scholarships increases, the percentage of students from the “under
$5,000” family-income group receiving them decreases. The larger
stipends went more frequently to atudents from the larger family-
income brackets. It will be recalled that the institutions providing -
the larger scholarship stipends were generally thes2 attended more : -



Toble .R.-Scholmhlpl from college-controlled funds, 1952-53

\umhor M prcent of students reeiving seholurstp aid, i il any, dlstnbu cd
m sho lho medum umount ru,ewed by fumﬂ} Income Jovels

Percentoflhose;- RN R L ' TR

O | Percent of Distribution of students receiving somie college seholarship aid o

o T T | ineome r | Median
Family income group, 19::.. number Withno {Withaome| growp 1|~ 1 annysl ,
R college | college | with [| Tess $100 1 $200 | 8300 | $400 | $500 | 810 '31.000 81 250 scholar-~
; | students acholar- ! scholar- dome I R e R B shipsid -
s | shipid | shipaid | N 8100 | 109 8 RO I 1 T 1,249 1999 L
FEAPE DN IR Y 3 s e syl el 1 g
- i ’ o ‘ = e . n
S O W ] kT Iy 2 2 d S RS N FUUUREIN ST NUURR R ] ‘o" :
ERS |13 NN I | IR U B N N ) B9 9 6, 81 13....... O 0 e
R N T | g Bl e Wl ol o) | BT ] g § |
IR 1 et Ry ) ER SR U X R TN RS B I O T O 1 Y R
00, 2..09 B 2T S A N £ I ok B 16 M 5] M ow
4,00........... AN W6y 185 2.2 w14 m & 2] . %] 1 0y 91 M 9
SRR || R l 30 861 1280 BN 4 | ] m| 8l B 2] 8 8] uom .
000 1317 0O B0 IS8 R s 4 2% T %) 6 T 3 M @
1,00.......... 0 T (| R 128 Q8w o1 o i1 4 Bl oe, .
X O A A 1 S 1 Y 4 H 1 I S TY B F 4 AR R o
1L 100 3.9 L7 1.8 Q1 6] .9 N R B I | S S/ T
13,00. ......... Mo S 63 280 & 2 1 20 2. 1 B o=
R T S I A A R 1 Y IR Y R 1 [ 1) S 1 T
S SNt B AN O R § I 1. | 2 S B N eeras R | N S
— ‘ ‘ o '
. Total o medlan....| 14,068 “11% | (%Ogl.g) 16T o8| et 48] | o1e) ml owml el oal " '!n |

\ ‘ : y ) : U L ‘ ‘
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fy equently by qtudcuts from families in the larger income brackets.

It should not be concluded, therefore, that in any given college, the
larger stipends go to students from families with the larger in- o

comes. The important point is that the median family income of

- -all the stipend groups is under $5,000.

More than two-thirds (67.3 percent) of the “under—$200” col-
lege-controlled scholarshlps were awarded to low family-income
students, 29.6 percent were awarded to students from $5, 000~
$10,999 family-income groups, and 3.1 percent to the “$11,000-
and-up” bracket. Nearly half of all college-controlled scholar-
ships awarded had stipends of less than $200.

SCHOLARSHIPS BY COLLEGE CLASSES

It is recurringly asserted that scholarships are used primarily
to attract beginning students. It is as often asserted that they
are used primarily for holding competent upper classmen who
cannot stay in college without scholarship aid. Table 13 presents
evidence on this issue in terms of the 1952-53 situation of 15,288
undergraduate students, 3,415 of whom received scholarships.

The lower half of table 13 indicates that freshmen received the
largest percentage of all scholarships awarded. The percentage
recelved by each succeeding class declined at about the same rate
as did the size of the class.

The upper half of table 13 gives a percentage dlstrlbutlon of
scholarships by size of awards. It indicates that the percentages
of the larger awards tend to increase for each hlgher college class,
regardless of whether the funds come from college or other sources.

About all oné can safely conclude is that both large and small
scholarships were used to encourage worthy students to attend
college. But since the average total cost of a year at college in
1952-53 was $1,388, and since approximately half of the scholar-
ships had an individual value of $200 or less, it is evident that
these awards were rarely large enough to supply the basic needs
of students. Such scholarships do, however, often provide the
necessary supplementary funds for students who might not have
been able otherwise to finance the year in college.

FAMILY CONTRIBUTIONS TO STUDENT INCOME

‘Earlier in this chapter, table 8 was used to show [amily contri-

;butlom in- relation to other maJor sources of student mcome e

a
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'The table mdicated that t‘:e famlly and other relatives contrlbuted‘
.. 40.5 percent of the income of all students, with 70 percent of the
" men and 80 percent of the women receiving funds from ‘these

sources. -These items are further analyzed at this pomt to reveal

the effect that size of famlly income had on amounts contrlbuted‘

to students. SR
Family income more than any other financial factor determmes‘ ;

whether many of the otherwise qualified students attend college. - fff‘
Table 14 indicates that the larger the family income. the ‘more the“ o
family contributes on the average to student budgets. - ( Families

with incomes under $1,500, for example, made average (mean)

‘contributions of just over $300 to the college budgets of their sons:"
or daughters, while families with mcomes of $25,000 or more
“made a mean contribution of just over $2,000. Moreover, less -
than half of the families with $1,000 and under of income contrxb-, o

uted anything to the college budgets of their children, but more . .

than four-fifths of the families with incomes of $7,000 or more ’
‘did so. " Columns 3 and 4 of table 14 show that both the percentage =
of families contributing and the amounts contrlbuted rose stead- - -

11y with rising family incomes.
Columns 5 and 6 of table 14 show the extent to whlch re]atlves
Toklo 14.—Family :omrlbutiom to student income in 1952~53

* Mean amounts contributed by parents ,an(l other relatives in relation to the
number and percent of students in the indieated family income brackets

) -~ Menn ' ' Mean
Number of Percent amounts of Percent amounts of
lannl) mcome students by reporting * parents' reporting con- | contributions -
in 1052 income contributions | contributions | tributions by by other
groups by pirents per student | other relatives relntives
1 2 3 4 5 o
Loss.. R 60 51.7 595 5.0
Nnmcome'....... 159 9.4 468 3.9
No information.... ..... 827 63.5 933 .7
e 311 4.7 320 .3
322 72.0 307 il
432 67.4 361 4.3
58 66.4 400 .2
863 71.7 441 3
1,080 73.7 4064 .6
1,099 73.1 404 7
951 74.9 533 2.6
1.145 755 o74 -9
1,602 76.7 046 .0
1.309 . 78.6 738 ]
1.387 81.8 863 .1
970 81.0 1.052 .1
487 $0.0 1,240 .2
334 80.8 1.308 .8
(23 80.3 1,406 W
478 70.2 “20025 A
15,041 4.1 8764 14.0
i




" MAJOR saum:Es OF STUDENT INCOME 59

‘ihelped parents and their chlldlen ﬁnance a year in college In
general, the less able the parents the greater the assistance from
* other relatives. For example, more than a fourth (27.3 percent)
~of the students from families whose income Was less than $1,000

" had help from other relatjves, but the percentage of relatives

-helping‘ with student budgets declined steadily as family income

"' rose until in the $25,000-apd-above bracket only 7.4 Dercent of

" the students had help from relatives. The amounts in dollars
i that relatives contrlbuted poWwever,. tended to rise as famlly in-

/| come rose.

W 2R

SOURCES OF INCOME RY TYPES OF COLLEGES ATTENDED

Table 15, using the 14 sources of income listed in table 8, shows
variations among students who were enrolled in the several types
of public and private colleges of the Nation. The table in gen-
eral documents informed expectations: namely, that students re-
quired a larger budget to attend all types of private colleges than
to attend their public equivalents; that public universities and
schools of technology required larger budgets than public teachers
colleges and junior colleges: and that private Jumor colleges al-
ways required larger student budgefs than public junior colleges

o and, frequently, more than prlvate 4-year liberal arts colleges. -

The most significant difference in sources of income between
students attending public and private colleges was in amounts
contributed by the family. Table 15 shows that public college
students who received funds from this source had 2 mean amount .
of $641, while private college students received an average of
$1,018 from their families. - This means that children from eco-
nomically more privileged families more frequently attended pri-
vate colleges. A further examination of this line of the table
indicates a greater variation in family. contribution among the
several types of public colleges than among equivalent private
institutions. For example, the families of students who attended
public universities contributed the mean sum of $764 per student,
while for students in public teachers colleges families contributed
'$477. Again the economically more privileged appear to attend
public universities rather than public teachers colleges.
~ Except for family contubutlons and long-term savings, both

of which reflect family economic status, there were no sngmﬁcant
 differences between public znd private college students inthe
extent to which tpey relied on the 14 major Sources for income.
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‘M‘JOI?SOUiCES OF STUDENTY INCOME : k ()R

» Students who attended private colleges received more money from
i scholarships and borrowed more money, but these larger gifts
... and loans did not constitute a significantly different proportion of
. their budgets. Such variations as existed could be acccunted for

by the slight differences in living costs at the two types of insti-
. tutions. This generalizaticn also holds in ccmparins the budget .

practices of students who attended colleges. predominantly. for
- Negroes with those of students generally.

RECAPITULATION

From the foregoing analysis of where students got the money
used in attending college, it is clear that chief reliance was on
parents and other relatives. It is alsv evident that the amount
they contributed was governed primarily by the size of family
_.income. Nevertheless, parents and relatives together, on an
average, provided from current income slightly more than two-
- fifths of all student budgets. In addition, another fifth of all
student funds was provided from their long-range savings.

From their own earnings, studeiils financed over one-fourth of
their budgets. Most of this money came from earnings during
the school vear, and the rest of it came from summer earnings.
- Altogether, students, their parents, and other relatives (s. =2 table
" 8) provided 86.8 of the money students spent in 1952-53 while
 attending college. The remaining 13.2 percent of the average
student budget came from several sources. . In a descending order
these ircluded scholarships, veterans’ beneﬁts borrowed money,
gifts, and miscellaneous.
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Chapter v
SOME CONCLUSIONS AND RELATED ISSUES :

HAT ONE INFERS or concludes from the findings of this "
study, as from behavioral science data generally, is likely to-
be conditioned by one’s own economic, cultural, and social philos-"
ophy. - It is equally true that the remedial measures one is willing
to take are shaped more by one’s attitude toward large related .
issues than by specnﬁc ﬁndmgs on what it costs a student to attexwé .
college. e
If, for example, an mdxvxdual assumes that each State should o
provide: snitable programs of higher education that are as free of- -
" cost to the individual as the public high school now is, there ig little
- place in his c(mcept for scholarships or other forms of aid because -
the costs of education for qualified students would - automatxcally ‘
be paid for them. If, on the other hand, one holds to the philos-.
ophy that students should be charged the total cost of their educa- ...

tion directly, if they are able to pay for it, then there would be a -
large place for financial aid to cover educational costs for economx-‘

cally disadvantaged students. S
* Most of the people who have an interest or a stake in how stu- ‘
dents should finance their part of the cost of higher education do

not accept either of the foregoing extremes of viewpoint. Many

of them believe instead that we should continue to divide educa-.

~ tional costs between the student and the general public about as
we now do. - Some of the group who accept this assumption be- .

j lieve, however, ‘that a student should enroll only in a college Wheres ‘
be and his famxly can pay his portion from tieir own earnings .

-
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e and borrowmgs. There are others among us who hold that there is
“'some special virtue in a gtudent’s “working his way through col-

lege.” Most of us appear to subscribe to current practice iw

. financing student costs and are 100kmg for- way? of making this

. system work better.

. This report is not concerned with the foreq-omg phllosophxc as-
* sumptions or thuse of the authors, although it is recognized - hat

their viewpoints may have aflacted to some extent the presentatlon

of the material.

SOME RELATED SSUES

The interested public, particularly educational, political, and
- econoniic leaders, are becoming increasingly concerned about cer-
tain basic qu«:tions rela....  the rising costs of attending college.
Most of these questions .. %ot new, hut recent economic and ‘
population trends hav~ = en them added urgency. Moreover,
the issues involved .. .7 condtitute a frame of reference in
which the findings of inis report thould be evaluated.

It seems appropriate, therefore, in concluding to bring some
of these basic questions iuto the foreground ‘

1. What part of the cost of pmviding' higher education do students pay?

To begin with, it thould be recognized that no student or his’
family ever pays the fll cost of oroviding his college educatior..’
In keeping with a commendable Amecican tradition, the studant
and his family, for example, have genarall; not been expecfad to
contribute any more than other comparable citizens to the billions
of dollars that have been and continie to be investea in endow-
ment, buildings, and other capital facilitic« of colleges. In some
colleges part of these facilities and endowment was provided by
philanthropic acts of people who lived before the Union was
formed. At others, facilities are still being used that were pro-
vided by the taxpayers of the time of Thomas Jefferson and
. Andrew Jackson. .

We have always had a differen* tradition in thxq country con-
cerning who pays the curreni 2osts of college education, cominozuly.
spoken of as the costs of instruction. The student and his parents
have always paid a substantial part of these annual costs. In
private colleges, students on the average pay 60 percent .f these
costs, even though the proportion varies from 10 to 90 per:ent at
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©different institutions. The corresponding figure for students Wiio
" attend public colleges is 20 percent, with the proportion varying

L _ from practically nothing to half of the educational costs. .

~As educailonai expenditures increase with spiraling economic

" costs, the issue srises ss to vhether students and the general

puklic shall continue to pay prevailing proportions of the ca:»“- or
- whether one or the other sheuld pay a larger proportion. '

2. What is happening to the ideal of tuition-free
public higher education? ‘

‘'When putiic #ducation became an accepted practice in this
country, Staies, in the main, established - State institutions of
higher education. In some States, these institutions were re-
garded as a part of the public sch ocl system in the sense that they
were to be supported wholly by taxation a3 were the elementary
and secondary schools. Th» charging of tuition fees in some

State colleges and vniversitiez was prohibited by the State consti- 8

tutions, and in others by legislative enactments. The underlying
philoscphy “or this tuition-free higher education was that higher:
education, just as high schooi education, is maintained primaril_v
for the welfare of society. The State was supposed to benefit
from the higher education of these among its people who were
capable of utilizing it. Then, too, a State resting upon the foun-
dation of equality of opportunity for all its people could not put
Snancial barriers in the way of ils eccnomisally le=s favored
families. ‘ . ‘ ‘

This was important doctrine iz a democratic State. Many lead- -

ing citizens, educators and nthers, still regard it as important doc- -

trine. These citizent are deeply concerned at seeing State after -
State begin to charge tuition in their public institutions, or raise -
the fees they have been charging. It is a disquieting fact that -
tae percentage average rise in tuition at State universities year .
after year is greater than at privately ‘controlled institutions.

The governing boards of these State institutions justify these in-
creases in tuition fees mainly by two arguments: (1) The legis-

latures do not make appropriations large enough to carry the pro-
_gram the boards and their administrztive officers have projected,
hence, the students are asked to pay what the legislature did not
appropriate; (2) :roverning boards-accept the fact that students
profit Gnanciallv from: their edr=ation as justification for requir-:
ing them to pay more of the cost. Too, -these boards and their
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" administrative officers sometimes claim that students :Appreciate
: -an educational program more if they pay something for it.

It is not appropriate here to argue for or against these conten- ,

:“: tions. “The slmple fact is that the States are abandoning the phl-
losophy of public tultlon-free higher education which has meant

-~ 'somuch in bulldmg the American way of life, instriving for even -
. greater and greater equality of opportunity, and in providing the

‘ educated manpower for our rapidly expanding economy.

3. Is the basis sound for cﬁarging out-of-State fees?

As the State appropriations for the partial support of State

colleges and universities have mounted over the decades, legisla-
- . tures have become justifiably critical of the practice of admitting
* for equal fees youth from neighboring States. So the practice of

‘charging a considerably higher tuition fee to out—of-State than to
in-State students has become widespread.

This migration of students from their home States to nelghbor-
ing States has several causes, the two principal ones being: (1)

 The particular curriculum desired is not offered in the home

~ State; or (2) it is more convenient to attend college in a neigh-

" boring State because of distance from home to the mstltutlon, or
for other advantagé. From this it is clear that the nonresident - -

- fee policy does not square with the equality of opportunity prin-
ciple. -If the State universities in two adjoining Statesv each
‘admit 100 students from the other’s State, each gains financially
100 out-of-State tuition fees without carrying any more of a
teaching 'load than would be carried if each university had
its own 100 students instead of its 100 out-of-State students.
Both groups of out-of-State students are penalized for, perhaps,

living a long distance from their home -State university, or -
wanting some curriculum not provided by their home State.
In any case, the student is not usually responsible for the situation -
_+which makes the neighboring State college more sultable for him '

than his home State educational institutions.

If out-of-State fees were settled on the basis of educatwnal ‘

principles rather than on their financial advantage, some recip-
© rocal arrangement among the States might be worked out so that
-no State would be out-of-pocket because it admitted out-of-State
students, but neither would it profit at the expense of young peo-
ple who are not well served in their own States. This reciprocal
program might include agreements not only respecting out-of-
State fees, but also respecting curricula they would provide.
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Three vregi‘ohul s'e.t-u'ps,‘ the Southern Regional Education Board, .
7 the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, and . -
~ -=..the New England Board of Higher Education, are peinting the

way to. such reciprocal agreements, but the movement . is only .
beginning. Much more needs to be done both in justice to the - =

students who now pay cut-of-State fees and for purposes of sound
“educational management. :

4. Is the movement to amertize collnge building cosix
from student fees sound?

Fifty years ago many State institutions made no provision for
dormitories for students. Governing beards as well as State leg-
islatures distinguished between the educational program and the
board and lodging program. The State expected to provide the
former. The latter was considered the responsibility of the stu-
dent himself. ' : ‘ _

" Students lived in boarding and rooming houses in the commu-
nity. These were often managed with none too high regard for
the health aspects, to say nothing of the educational aspects, of -
the out-of-class life of the students. Hence the governing boards
and their administrative officers began to see the essential need .

. for dormitories under institutional control. In some States the
legislatures were willing to build some dormitories, but in general

" the need so outstripped the legislature’s response that the plan of
issuing State-guaranteed bonds to be amortized from student

" charges for dormitory facilities became widespread. It is prob-
ably true that such amortization can be accouaplished without

- charging students any more than they would have to pay for com-
parable facilities off-campus. col

But now that the Pandora’s box of self-liquidating construc- '

" tion hzs been opened, the temptation to use the plan for other
types of buildings than dormitories has become too strong for some -

" boards of control. Here and there students are charged fees to
liquidate the cost of construction of student unions, libraries, and
even classroom buildings. The boards of control in these cases f
are surrendering what has long been regarded as the firmest

stronghold: -of public higher education, namely, the State’s provi- -
sion of the physical facilities of their State colleges and universities. -

. This has deep-rooted meaning. _There‘is danger of losing sight
of the very reason for public higher education. Students may
be paying not only more of the current costs of their education but .
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“the‘capital costs as well, unless we adhere to the ba‘nc prmcxplesi" :
underlymg public education.

5. Is the fnendly cooperahve relqhonsh:p befween
private and public colleges and universities endangered
by the present trend in flnancmg? '

During past decades colleges and universities under private -
- control have sought funds for endowment, the expectation being
~ that the income from endawments would provide a considerable
part of the annual suppori for their programs. By this means
it was hornd that the tuition fe=s might be kept reasonably low.

Supplersanting the endowment funds, the institutions raised
scholare..p funds with which to help the economically less favored
students, thus enabling the institutions to serve qualified young
people regardless of their economic status. ‘
: Efforts to raise endowment and scholarship funds have not been
.. uniformly successful. In_the Midwest, for example, the general .

public attitude favorable to public higher education has been
strong, and the private colleges have had great difficulty raising
endowment funds. ' Churches which established colleges have
often found it difficult to provide support commensurate with the
. colleges’ growing needs. In consequence of these and other con-
* -ditions -a considerable number of private colleges are now finding
it difficult to meet the cost of a high quality of education at just
- the time when college enrollments are skyrocketing.

Reallzmg that the maintenance of good private colleges side by
side with publlc ones is an important aspect of higher education
in this country, and that the full utilization of all institutions of
good quality is necessary if the demands of the present and near
future are to be met, the public has become acutely aware of the
financial plicht of many private colleges. Alumni, philanthro-
pists, and business corporations are making gifts for the current
maintenance of private colleges as never before. This movement,
it is hoped, will enable the colleges to maintain high quality pro-
grams without raising tuition fees unduly.

. With this situation, certain problems are emerging. V\«hla
most of the States have laws precluding the use of State tax rov-
etiues for the maintenance of privately controlled colleges, both
Federal and State Governments, through their tax regulations,
indirectly contribute extensively to private colleges. Most corpo-
ration and individual gifts to colleges, for example, are deductible
for Federal income tax purposes. Perhaps half, or more, of these
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| o gifts arg, in effect, from ‘Federal tax .reven‘ues.‘ The ﬁnancihg of :

private and public higher education thus tends to remain widely
divided, to the disadvantage of the student who attends a private
college and pays a 1arger proportion of the cost of instruction.

&, Should the cooperative “‘work-study plan” be more widely ctilized?

- College students are at an age when most of them would prefer
to earn their own living, if they could. Furthermore, increasing
numbers of college graduates are entering varied fields of work in
addition to the so-called learned professions. Student contact
with these jobs, professional and other, during college years is
useful educationally as well as helpful financially.

Many institutions have adopted the cooperative plan for some
of their curricula. Under this arrangement the students sjpend
a part of their college years working under supervision at some
job believed to be useful in preparation for their later careers. .
The. financial return is usually enough to enable them to mieet
‘necessary college expenses.
" As budget difficulties confronting students loom larger and
larger, a cooperative work-study plan in suitable curricula might
be used by more colleges. If the public becomes aware of the
basic significance of the plan, recognition, in the form of tax
exemption for student earnings or otherwise, might be given, just
as now the parents are allowed to include among dependents for in-
come tax purposes sons or daughters in college. The point is that
" while searching for ways to enable young people to meet their col-
lege expenses, provision of opportunities for them to earn is both

sociologically and psychologically desirable. In addition, in the

belief of many educators, such jobs give both foundation and
motivation to college education which can rarely be found other-

‘wise.

7. Is the public sufficiently aware of the basic issue involved in
the fuli utilization of the brain power of the Nation?

The United Statrs has a vital interest in maintaining adequate
pools of qualified manpower. This is imperative for national wel-
fare and security. Therefore, the Federal Government, as well as
other agencies, carries on financial aid programs in such fields as -
health and atomic science. But adequate pools of qualified man-
power are needed also to preserve and enrich the social and
cultural areas of American life. These areas are not currently the
" object of government solicitude to the extent that is common in the
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‘ .'.scleﬂ‘ces For the long pull, however, they may be as big a factor o

* -~ in netional welfare and security as is science.

Coupled with this national interest outlook is one of the basxc

 tenets of the American way of life, namely, that every individual,

regardless of the circumstances surrounding his childhood, shall
- have’ opportumty for advancement commensurate with his char-"
~ acter, ability, and energy. Today these opportunities are real
- only if the individual has the education requlred to make the most
of them.

" So to best promote the natlonal welfare and.to approach most
nearly the ideal of equality of opportunity, the program of higher
education should not be merely permissive. It should seek out
_ the young peoplé capable of contributing to the ends ‘developed

above, sk 'd guide them into fields. for which they are best

 adapted, v.d then make possible their appropriate education re--

gardless of their economic status. Only thus'can the country -
" make use of its most precious resource, the brain power of its
“men and women.

"+ The adequacy of the solutions we advance to the seven questlons

- presented in this summary are fundamenial to a continuation of .

the American way of life. Each‘has a relationship, - also, to the
question of how much, in the future, it will cost students to at-
-~ tend college and where the money will come from. Itis hoped
therefore, that a consideration of these problems may arouse'in-
creased interest, result in a speedy determination of principles -
‘and policies regarding them, and provide a framework for an-
‘swering such immediate questions as the future sources of student
income and the objects for which it should be spent.

THE ECONOMICS OF COLLEGE COSTS

What a student spends in attending college, looked at in true
perspective, is not merely a matter of the number of dollars in-
volved. Speaking in financial terms, the cost of attending college
is an investment that should be judged in terms of the net worth of
‘the individual when his earning career is ended. In thus putting
a price tag on the worth of a college education there is, of course,
no intention of obscuring “z¢ importance of fundamental nc

“financial values on which tn# ~ontinuance of ovr way of life -
pends. Many people would and do go to college without 2.y
thought of the leverage it provides for increasing earning power.
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They tend to be motlvated by the more subtle °atlsfactlons of in-

- dividual living and social service. : .
" It is a fact that the best interests of the Natlon wﬂ] be protected -

“and advanced ‘if all quahﬁed ‘high - school g'raduates attend a -

i properly diversified program of .post-secondary education.. We

; ‘j know that many students will attend college or university, too,
for personal and social satisfactions. It is nevertheless true that .

~the prospect of increased earning power is also'a powerful moti-
vating force for most students and their families. Therefore,

even though this study made no direct appraisal of the financial o
worth of a college education, it seems fitting to close with some -

data from a recent forecast of potential income by educational
levels. These projections, made by two officials of the Bureau of
Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, are reported with the
_ permission of the authors.?

_ EDUCATIONAL LEVEL AND POTENTIAL INCOME

The Glick and Miller thesis is that the costs of education should o

be regarded as a long-term investment and, therefore, should be -
appraised by the lifetime income that may be roughly attributed
to education. After stating a series of safeguarding assumptlons
that underlie their projections of income for men during the period
between their 22d and 74th birthdays, they used a series of factors
to estimate the cumulative income figures shown in figure 12.
The average white male living under the conditions set forth
by Glick and Miller is estimated to receive income amounting to

$133,000 during his economically productlve years.- The income -

shown in figure 12 was estimated to.range from less than half of
this amount for the man who is functionally illiterate to more
than twice that sum for the man who has completed 4 years ‘or

more of college and university study. Furthermore, the man - -

with a college degree or degrees is estimated to receive at least
$100,000 more income in his working lifetime than a man whose

. education stopped with high school graduation. Graduation from

any level of education (elementary, secondary, or higher), but

especially from college, is estimated to yield a bonus about twice o

~that realized by a man who starts a given level of schooling but
. does not finish it. L ‘
~ In assessing the monetary value of a college educatlon, the'

- Census officials took into account what it costs the average indivi--
dual to.get a specified amount of schooling. From a series of in-

: volved calcu]atlons, Glick and Miller ‘arrived at a direct: and m- S

" 1Glick, Paul C. ane Miller, Herman P. Educational Level and Potential Income Amencan Sncio-
logical Review, Vol. 21, No. 3, June 1956. .
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o Figuﬁ ﬂ.-—Eﬂimand “fifetime” income of men with different amounts of education.l
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chnu-d from Glick, Paul C.. and \mlcr ‘Herman P. Educahunal Level and Polential Incomc
American Svcwloguul Remew Vol. 21, No. 3, Jum: 1956.

, direct total cost of college‘education (including a half-year of
graduate study) of $9,000. They deducted this cost with interest

- from the estimated increased income of college graduates. They
assumed the $9,000 would be invested in Government bonds or
‘some other safe investment. By their calculations, this invest-
ment would have produced about $24,000 in a lifetime, or less
than one-fourth of the $100,000 advantage that would be realized
by investing the same sum in a college education.
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COSTS OF ATIENDING COLLEGE:

Table I,—Mean fatal, current, cnd capllcl oxpondllurn per nudom, 1952—53,
by states and by calleges —cantinyed I

82

et

Totu! and current exnendi- Capital expendi- )
X tures per student , tures per student ..
State, institution, location,
and co-ordinator . ' Total- Current Lo R
Stulents | -expendi- | oxpendi- | Students. | Expendi-
) tures tures tures
1 2 3 4 5 [}
DisTnict oF COLUMBIA. . iveoooao. 85 1,632 1,525 '39 232
Americin Umvermt). Washington, :
Austin Van der Slice-n._.cicuao.o-. 85 1,032 1,525 39 232
FLOIuDA ............................... 602 1,473 1,372 330 - 185
Florida Southern College,
harles Thrift.___ 63 1,843 1,532 39 179
Florida State Univers|
Hugh Stickler..... 219 1,311 1,247 111 127
University of Miagm B
Reinhold P'. Wolff .. 160 2,089 1,003 95 313
Bethune-Cookman College, Daytona .
Beach, Richard V. Moore ; 160 1,012 040 85 119
GEORGIA L cee e cmmrccannrmccccmaccamas - 612 1,545 1,448 347 171
Emorﬂ Umverulty, Dmory Univ erxm.y, ' ' R
........................ 168 1,768 1,712 94 100
Georgia Tenchem College, Colleucboro. )
Viola Perry oo comcecaanoaa i, 86 1,021 066 42 113
Morris Brown College. Atlanta, Mrs. . )
Merlissie R. Middleton...._.. .. 31 1,122 1,088 17 86
University of Georgia, Athens, J. Av
: Wnllmma...._-_-__..__._...__,... 327 1,608 1,473 104 227
ARG n e e oo 198 | 1,097 905 122 165
Boise Junior College, Boise, Donald E. . ' .
Peltlke el 122 1,060 037 77 194
University of Idaho, Moscow, C. O.
Decker ..o aoo.. hamealess 76 1,157 1,088 45 115
ll.u.\‘om ................................ 544 1,328 1,428 344 164
uutnnu Cullcge. Rock Island, o
7 lg Johnson'. ... ... ... 113 1,414 1,293 30 273
Knox ollcue_Gnluburg. l\ellogg D.:
McClelland. ol oo e i lias 100 1,784 1,701 50 141-
Illinois  Institute of _Technology.
Chieago, Clarence E. Deakins..__.. 107 1,677 1,590 79 118
University of. Chicago, Chicago, ;
Robert C, Woellner .cecvuoenoun-- 121 1,852 1,803 72 84
Wreight Junior College,r Chicago, : “ .
Howard Klopp____._.._______._... : 123 874 820 84 220
INDIANA 2o e 293 1,136 1,086 161 90
Concordia  College, Fort Whayne, : '
Walter Schoedel ... .. ... .... 128 811 781 57 87
Purdue University, Lalayette, Robert c : . .
Johima_ e al.. 165 1,387 1,323 104 102
TOWA . e i caoaiacal iiea 213 1,357 1,287 115 129
State_University of Jowa, Iowa City, :
L. Dale Faunce... ... _...._._... . 213 1,357 1,287 - 115 - 129
K AMNAS ceecincmcccmcnamceaacacacaacann 416 $1,190 $1,089 234 $106
Knnsas State College of Agriculture ' :
... and_Applied Scwnce, Manhattan, } }
William G, Cratig . e o e 144 1,285 ‘1,174 87 184
Kansas State Teachers Coll . e
burg, Eugene E, Dawson 154 ' 1,081 954 67 176
Washburn ~ University of - .
Topeka, H. H. Everse.o oo 118 1,314 1,160 80 | ~ 227
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Table I.—~Mean total, current, and capltal expenditures per studant, 1952=53,
by stotes ang! by colleges~—~continued -

Total and current expendi- Capital expendi-
tures per student tures per student
State, inatitution, lomation, )
xnd co-ordinati:r Total Current
Students | expendi-.| sxpendi- | Students | Expendi-
tires tures tures
1 2 3 4 5 ]
KENTUCKY o] 152 1,016 906 73| 105
" Morehead State College. Morehead. : ‘
Roger Wilson_ .. _._._.. .. _..._.. 152 1,016 { 966 73 105
LOUINIANA L vl i e 275 L240 | 125 138 199
Northwestern State College, Natchi- ' '
toches, J. Parcy Straughan. . __ 110 827 800 54 54
Tulane University. New Orleans, Jobin :
R.Stibbs. .., . 74 2,152 1,843 57 402
Xavier University. New Orlenny, \lury .
Axnes Schirmer. .. _ . ..l. 91 996 633 47 121
MAINE. e el 268 1,567 1,522 133 |. 91
Colhy College. Waterville, George T. ’
Nickerson.... ... ... ......... 117 1,851 1.802 65 80
Lnnemty of Maine! Orono, Robert '
. Worrick....... et icaaemaa 151 1,347 1,305 68 2
MAaRYLAND il aian 1511 . 1,314 1,245 86 121

Johins Hopkins University, Baltimore.
Irene M. Daviv:__ . .. 57 1,70 1,627 54 17
Maryland State Teachers " College.” ,

Sulisbur Howurd E. Bosley,
Robert éebhnrdnhuuer e cmenan 64 789 725 32 128,
MARRACHUSETTS .o ooiveeo vl i 582 2,277 2,230 | - 27 113
Bradford Junior College, Bradford,
Dorothea L. Smart.. .. 60 3,101 3,000 | 21 82
Brandels University, Wulllmm. Her-
nard Gordon . 81 2,048 1,973 43 148

Tuf}s Colleze. Nedford. Chnun W

- . 208 1,772 1,706 120 114
Rudchﬂ'e Collexe. Cambridge, ¥
A. Kerby-Miller. . ... .. _.__. 121 2,140 2.0648 53 07
MICHIGAN .o il 712 1,456 1.365 425 | 158
Albion College, Albion, Emil Lefler. .. 152 1,685 1.812 89 126
Ferris Inntitute, Big andn. Ralph E,
l’nttu"o. amnl 178 1,447 1,322 . 117 190
Michigan State Cnllcze. East Lansing, !
Philipd. May. ... . ..., 342 1,439 1,355 | 187 155
Northern Michigan College of Educa-
tion, Marquette, ID. H. Bottom. 70 1,061 402 32 151
MINNESOTA o e e e i 305 1,185 1,118 121 118
College of St. Cntherine, St. Paul,
Sister Helen Margnret_ .. ... ... ... 180 1,256 1.234 03 67
State “Teachers College. Moorhead,
John M. Jenkins. .. ... ... ... 116 1.018 029 58 178
MUSBIBRIPPI . oo iai i amaaans 207 855 814 104 118
Blue t~untain College, Blue Moun-
tain, Lavrence T, Lowrey . ... ... 16 031 920 4 43
Tonca Cout. sy_Junior College. Ziliv-
vitle. B. F. Ogletree_ .. _._ . _. .. __ . 177 035 635 63 140
Miissinsippi State College for Women, :
Columbus, Albert M. Miller. ______ 104 1,133 1,102 37 84
MONTANA 12l $t0 ] stavz | 1,28 | 0 68 $185

Montara State College., Bozeman, .
ValG Glynno ..o ol o.L 100 1,873 1,248 68 185




Appendix C

HOW THE STUDY WAS CONDUCTED

. @N NOVEMBER 1952 the U.S. Commissioner of Education
called a conference at which representatives of 22 colleges and
"universities and of six nationwite associations of colleges dis-
cussed problems of student finance with the staff of the U.S. Office
of Education and representatives of other interested Government
.agencies. ‘They offer=d suggestions as to the best way of studying
the subject. With the benefit of these suggestions, the staff of
the College and Universit Administration Branch of the Division
of Higher Education then proceeded to make detailed plans for the
project, consulting several useful studies that had previously been
made by individual institutions or by interinstitutional agenciss.
It was decided that the foremost need was for comprehensive
information on the expenditures of full-time, singls;, undergradu-
"ate college students, and their sources of income, 2t all types ¢f
" institutions throughout the Nation. It was further decided that
the best way to gather these data would be to select a sample of
students and ask them to fill in questionnaires showing their
actual or estimated expenditures and income for one ccllege year.
The questionnaire devised for this purpose is reproduced as ap-
pendix A of ¢his report.

SELECTING THE SAMPLE OF COLLEGES

Since it was not feasible for the Office of Educaticn to get in
touch with each student individually, it was decided to ask for
the cocperation of selected institutions which, as a group, were
believed to be representative of the colleges of the United States.
Each college was asked to appoint a coordinator who would draw
a statistically random sample from among its full time under-’

~ graduate enrcliment of 1952-53, and administer the questionnaire
to them. . ‘

The size of the sample was dictated by two considerations.
First, it was desired to include enough institutions to provide
adesuate representation of the wide variety of types of public and
private colleges and universities. To this end, the cooperation
of over 100 institutions was sought. Second, enough responses
were sought from each instituticn so that statements could be
made about that institution at a fairly high level of statistical sig-
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nificance. in several 1nstances, as 18 shown in table I of appendlx
B, this objecfive "#as not realized due to the suiall number of use-
able student responses received.

In an effort to secure a sample of institutions which would be
”representatlve 'of the diversified array of American undergraduate
" colleges and universities, the staff used a list of 1nst1tut10ns de-’

rived from the Office’s Education Directory Part 3: "Higher Edu-
cation. . This list is divided into two groups, consisting of publicly-
controlled and privately controlled institutions. Each of these

groups is further subdivided into the lollowmg groups: ‘universi-

ties, technoligical schools, teachers colleges, colleges of arts and
sciences, junior colleges, and 1nst1tutlons attended predominately
by Negroes.

A sampling of 1nst1tutxons was then drawn from each. of these
groups. Since a very small proportion of the total college enroll-
ment fell into some of the groups (notably the institutions, all of
them located in the South, whose -znrcllments corsist mainly of
Negroes), it was considered necessary to over-represent these
small enrollment groups in drawing the sample, so as to obtain
enough responses to permit statistically significant statements
about each group separately. Therefore, when the sample institu-
tions were drawn to represent the smaller groups, the student
population of the colleges included in the sample bore a greater

Table, Il ~Adequacy of study :amplo

Percedaze N)mpunsow of full-time undergraduate student re«pondents
from 110 colirges witli lotal undergraduate enrollment, 1952-53

Per=ent of-—
Region and type of college, by control Re-pondents All
15,316 undergraduates
1052-53 1051-H2 1

Region:
Northeasto .. ... . ..., A N R 20.0 28.2
North Central. .. ........._..... ... [, 22,7 20.3
houth..-_--...._, ............... 3.7 26,0
.................. 17.0 16.5
l'uhlu-ly mutrolled. S0.8 51.1
Universities._ ... 219 27.1
Technological schovl 2.4 2.5
Liberal Arts volleges . e ) 8.0¢ 5.4
Teachers colleges o ... ..o vie il e o 10,70, 1.7
Junior colleges. e e e e e 8.2 8.4
Privately controlled._. . 37.6 46.5
Universities ........ . 15.4 23,7
Technologieal schoo . 3.2 2.3
Libernl nrta colleges . 15.7 18.4
Juntwr volleses . e 3.3 2.1
Ins mmuons with prodnmlnul(-ly Negro (-nrull.nr:ut . ' 11.6 2.4
Publiely controlled . .. :. . Liiiic e 5.9 1.3
Privately controlled. . e mmmm e meunann 5.7 1.1

1 Biennial Survey ot Eduecation in the United States. l'HO 53, Chapter 4, Section 1. “Statistics of

Higher Education: Faculty, Students, and Degrees, 1951-52."
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proportxon to the total student population than it did in the case

" of the groups containing a larger number of students. These

SIS matters are shown specifically in table II on the opposite page. -

= With this qualification, the selection of institutions was on a sta-
- tistically random basis. ‘

-+ .. In this manner 160 instit utlons were selected. Letters were

© sent to these institutions in the sprmg of 1952 inviting them to

' 'part1c1pate in the study. A total of 50 were unable to partlcl- .

X APPENDIX L I A

pate in the study or dropped out before its completlon The presi-=

"+ dents of the 110 participating institutions shown in table I, appen--
" dix B, were asked to appoint a coordinator, who took the respon-
' .sibility for the sizeable amount of work involved in drawing a
. sample of the student body within his institution, administering
the questionnaires, receiving and editing the completed question-
naires, and forvarding them to the Office of Education.
<

DRAWING THE STUDENT SAMPLES

In drawing a sample of the students at each of the cooperating
institutions, the procedure was as follows: Each institutional co-
ordinator made a random selection of names from enrollment rec- -
~ords. The size of the sample bore the following relatlonshlp to
the total undergraduate registration at the institution in the pre-
- vious academic year: ‘

Size of sample
Students enrolled, fall 1952 R .
Proportic of Number of
student b '+ studenta
1-190. . . oL all ‘ 1-100
200-1,100 .. ..., PR varying . - 200
1,200-2,990 .. ... ... 1/8 200-500
4.000-5,089 0 I T IIIIII T 1/9 333-567
5, 100-6 L1t A 112 425-54%3
7,060-9,990. . _ ... ... 116 | 437-.:3
1000(‘ormore e ceimena 1/20 500 «. - more

It will be noted that the proportion of the student body parti-
cipating varied inversely with the size of the institution. This
' was necessary to assure that the data from each institution, taken
~alone ‘would permit statlstlcaﬂy significant statements about that-

~ 1nst1tut10n

In selectmg the sample all students were ehmlrated whose -

speciz! circumstances rendered their financial situation markedly
different from that of the majority of the student body. These.
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i included married students living ‘with mates, part-time students,.
" and those not enrolled for a full academic year in 1952-53.

" At each institution the coordinator distributed the question-

"naires to the students, and gave instructions and counsel for com-

. pleting them. In most cases a meeting was heid at which the
students were given assistance by college officials in filling in the .
" information on tuition and fees. The students were given several
" weeks in which to complete the questionnaires, so that they could: .
congult with their parents, especially on supplying information
on family income and savings. ‘ R
" The coordinator” kept in touch with the students, encouraged -
them to consult college courselors, to fii. in the questionnaires -
corapletely and accurately, and to return them without excessive
.delay. - ‘ L

When the coordinator returnad the completed questionnaires
to the Office of Education, they were edited by the staff of the
Office to eliminat. those which were inadequately filled in, ‘and to
assure consistency in the interpretation ‘of ‘the expenditure and
‘ncome items among the cooperating institutions. The data on
the questionnaires were then transcribed to punched. cards and .
the amalysis was made which forms the basis of the'tables and

" arts reproduced in this report. A total of 15,316 usable ques- '

- lj.r.naires were received from the students included in the sample. =

s amounted to 7.3 pecent of the undergreduate enrollment. of
che participating irstitniions. '

SOME NOTES ON INTERPRETING THE DATA

T, interpreting the data presented in this report, one should
poar in mind the follewirg limitations imposed by the character,
scope, and method, of the study:

1. The sampling procedure aimed at getting a representative

siail group of institutions and a sm 1l enough sample of students -
t- be educationally sound and at the same time permit an admin-
istratively and financisily feasible project. This led to the under-
and over-representing of studeni bodies explained in table IL
Such 2 cample cannot, of .ourse, be expected to be fuliy repre-
. nentative of the whole suudi-rt populstion of the United States.
Ve dota Go. however, embusy informat-n on the finances of a
very iarge number of singe, undergraduate students, drawn from
avery part of the country, »ad trom colleges and univergities of
every size and type. It ic believeu to oe adequate for the stu-
cenis it purperts to rapresent. : ‘
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‘ 2 Not all of the students in the sample returned sa‘r«d’actorlly
completed questlonnalres To the extent that the group who did

- not do so d*ffered frow: - rntal student populatlon at the ‘partici-
‘ patlng in: ,ututlons, the - +-lts are subject to an unknown bias. -
3. The students whe - not keep actual budget ﬁgures were

' 1asked to recall an:i pr ¢ their expenses and income for the

B whnle academxc yer - -52-53. Some students budgeted ‘thei:

year’s expenses, keu. - -2ords of income ‘and major expenses, but"

“",were obliged to resort to estimates for some items. ‘Some ex-

" pense items encompassing many small expendltures,‘ notably
-“snacks, refreshments, cigarettes and tobacco” and “recreation
~ and entertainment,” are quite difficult to estimate, and may con-
;-sustently be subject to over- or under-estimation. Also, items
-such as “clothing,” which embrace a smaller number of expendi-
tures, are subject to sizeable error if the student failed to recall

a single large item, or if he failed to include in his budget a maJor
item purchased on the family’s charge ‘account.

4. The sample did not include the married student living with
his or her spouse. - It should, therefore, be borne in mind that a
not inconsequential segment of the underp'raduate student popu-
lation, with distinctive financial problems, was omitted from the
study. v ‘ ‘

5. Part-time students, and those registered for less than the
full year, were omitted. Since many undergraduate students who
find it difficult to finance a college education resort tc part-time

- or off-and-on coliege atiendance in order to earn enough money
. to pay their way, the data omitted a part of the student population
which should be kep! : mind by college officials when consider-
ing the financial problems of undergraduate students. - -
- 6. The sample was limited -to undergraduate students. The .
problem of financing education beyond the college level is worthy
of serious consideration, since the problems encountered by the -
undergraduate are often compounded as the educational process
lengthens te 6 or 7 years. This study, however, did- rot deal w1th
graduate and prcefessional school students.

. 7. Several features of the questionnaire may hfr\ve led to ons- .
sions or varying 1nterpretatlon by the students:
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 (a) Students were directed to include among their ex-
penses the cash value of room ‘and board earned by working,
and to include the same amounts under income. The stu-
dent’s valuation of these items may have been subject to

considerable variation. '

(b) When the questionnaires were edited, any cost indi-
cated for room rent by a student living at his parents’ home
was deleted, on the grounds that it did not represent a cash
outlay for the purpose of attending college. Likewise, the
cost of meals eaten at the student’s home was eliminated from
the individual’s budget.

(¢) Tt was impossible to treat the cost of other meals in
this way, since students living with their parents do ordinarily
take some of their meals away from home. One cannot be .
sure, therefore, to what extent the cost of meals was reported
in a consistent fashion by the students. Meals and other re-
ported living costs of attending college may vary with the
manuer in which household costs are allocated between par-
ents and student.

(d) Students who were charged a lump sum for two or
more items listed in the questionnaire were asked to use
their judgment in distributing the charge among these items.
This problem arose mainly in connection with charges which
encompassed two or more of the following: tuition, fees,
books, supplies, room, and board.

(e) The questionnaive diii siot distinguish between ‘funds
withdrawn from the parceys . .g-term savings and those
which came from %rii:t funds fur the student. While the
student was asked {v indicat: loans from various organiza-
tions, the questiorna’e» a,d ».t call for a separate listing of
intra-family loans. - ‘

1% Those who want t: estimate toia! cost: tor attending
votiege ~hould keep in mind that most of ihe tables and
g he oF triz study are based on the mean toizl of current.
cvsts,  More than half the stuents made capital expendi-
tnres {see table I. appendix B) which for them averaged
143, and which amnunted to $88 per student for the 15,316
students who supplied the information compiled in table I.

(g) Finally, it should be noted that the data refer to the
academic vaar 1952-1953. -As of 1957, there have been some
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]

:‘important changes in ‘thé picture; A number of institutions

" have increased their charges for tuition, 'fees',_textboo‘ks, and

other aids to study. There have been changes in the cost
of living elements, and it is also questionable whether the
incomes of families who send children to college have kept
- pace with the rising spiral of costs students must incur in
attending college. " -
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